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CHAPTER VII. 

ON THE ST8TBM OF THB GNOSTICS, AS INTENDED FOR A 
SOLUTION OF THE EXISTENCE OF EVIL IN THE WORLD. 



Section I. 

On their Opinion, that the World was formed by an 
inferior Creator or Creators. 

The view which we are now about to take 
of Gnosticism will lead us to consider it as a 
complicated, but inartifbial, and wholly unsatis- 
factory attempt to solve the problem of the 
existence of evil in the creation. ^< The same 
subjects," says Tertullian, " are agitated by the 
heretics and by the philosophers. They are en- 
tangled in the same discussions : Whence is 
evil, and why does it exist ? and Whence is man, 
and how was he formed ? and the allied ques- 
tion of Valentinus, Whence is Grod ? '' * By 

* De Pxeacript. Hsietic c. 7. p. 304. 
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Crody as here used in reference to the inquiry 
of Valentinus, is to be understood, not the Su- 
preme Being, but the Maker of the World. In 
another passage, speaking of Marcion, he de- 
scribes him as ^^ diseased about the question. 
Whence is evil ? as many,'' he adds, " especially 
the heretics, now are." He represents him as 
perverting the words of Christ, " A good tree 
produces good fruit, and a bad tree produces 
bad fruit''; interpreting the former clause as 
referring to the Supreme Being, and the latter 
to the Maker of the World. " Having his per- 
ceptions blunted by the very extravagance of 
his curiosity, finding the declaration of the 
Creator, * I create evil,' * and having already 
presumed him to be the author of evil on the 
groi&id of those arguments which convince the 
ill^isposed, he has taught, in conformity to this, 
that the Creator is signified by the bad tree 
bearing bad fruit, that is to say, the evils which 
exist; and has presumed that there must be 
another God, answering to the good tree bear- 
ing good firuit." t 

By the introduction of Christianity a new 



* Isaiah xIt. 7. 

f Adyen. Marcion. Lib. I. c 3. p. 366. Conf. Origen. De 
Frindpiis, Lib. II. c. 5. § 4. 0pp. I. 88. 
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impulse was given to the minds of men, Hea- 
thens as well as Christians, to investigate the 
origin of evil. The question, Whence is evil ? 
is called by Eusebius ^^ that famous subject of 
discussion among the heretics " ; * but the dis- 
cussions concerning it were far from being con- 
fined to them. 

Of this problem the solution peculiar to the 
Gnostics was twofold. In its most general 
form, as held by the principal sects, especiaUy 
by the Valentinians and the Marcionites, it may 
be thus stated. They taught, on the one hand, 
that the Creator was an inferior and imperfect 
being, and, on the other, that evil was inherent 
in matter. Imperfection and evil, therefore, 
were the necessary result of the defects both 
of the workman and of the material. 

We will first attend to their opinions respect* 
ing the Creator. By the theosophic Gnostics 
he was regarded, not as self-existent, but as 
deriving his being mediately firom God. The 
Marcionites, perhaps, held the same opinion ; 
but we have no direct evidence that such was 
the fact. The Valentinians represented him as 
having been ignorant of the existence of the 

• Hiat. Eccles. lib. Y. e. 97. 
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Supreme Being before it was discovered to him 
by the coming of Christ, and as having sup- 
posed himself to be the only God.* It is 
not improbable that the Marcionites held a 
similar doctrine. The Yalentinians believed, 
that, in the formation of beings, he wrought, 
though unconsciously, by suggestions from the 
JEouj called Saviour or Jesus; and to this 
-^n they ascribed such agency, that they re- 
gsrrded him as having, in a certain sense, given 
form to all things without the Pleroma.f The 
Marcionites ascribed to the Creator no similar 
direction from a higher power. By the Valen- 
tinians he was regarded as benevolent, and as 
rejoicing in the interposition of the Supreme 
Being by Christ, through which both himself 
and his creatures were to be exalted and 
blessed. They beUeved him to be still con- 
tinued in the government of the world, and 
intrusted with a certain care of the Church.J 
They spoke of him as the God and Father of 
what is without the Pleroma, as an angel like 



* Lreneus, Cont. Hsres. Lib. I. c. 5. § 4. p. 25. c 7. § 4. p. 34 ; 
et alibL 

t Iiensus, lib. I. c. 4. § 5. p. 33. c. 5. § 1. pp. 33, 34. c. 8. 
^ 5. p. 43. 

X Lrenaeus, Lib. L o. 7. § 4. pp. 34, 35. a 8. ^ 4. pp. 39, 40. 
Tertallian. Ad?en. ValentiniaooB, c. 28. p. 360. 
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to the Supreme God, and as formed in the 
image of the " Only Son," that is, of the first 
manifestation of the Deity.* The Basilidians 
appear to have held similar honorable concep- 
tions of the Creator.f But the Marcionites, 
though they allowed him to be just,| repre- 
sented him as a being to be feared rather than 
to be loved. They insisted more strongly than 
the theosophic Gnostics on the distinction, that 
he was *^ just," but not " good " ; by which 
they meant, that he directly inflicted no evils 
on men except as penalties for sin, and con- 
ferred blessings as rewards for the performance 
of duty; but wanted the unmingled benevo- 
lence of the Supreme Being. Him they cedled 
good and not just, meaning, by denying him 
the latter attribute, that he inflicted no punish- 
ments. They proceeded still further in de- 
grading the character of the Creator. They 
applied to him, as we have before seen, the 
words, " A bad tree produces bad fruit." From 
various passages of the Old Testament, correctly 



• Lrenaeus, Lib. I. c. 5. $§ 1, 8. pp. 23, 24. Lib. m. o. 12. 
§ 12. p. 198. Clement. Al. Stromat IV. ^ 13. p. 603. Ptolemaei 
Epist. ad FloTam, p. 361. 

t Clement. Al. Stromat. 11. § 8. p. 449. 

X ** Creator quern et Marcion jnstum facit." Tertul- 

lian. Adyers. Marcion. Lib. IV. c. 33. p. 449. 
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or incorrectly understood, they derived very 
unfavorable conceptions of him.* They be- 
lieved that the coining of Christ was intended 



* In the Dialogue de Rectd Fide (Sect. 11. p. 836), the speak- 
er, repreeoitiDg a Maicionite, is made to say, that ** the Good God 
came through compassion for the soul of man, which he saw was 
under condemnation [that is, under condemnation from the Crea- 
tor on account of sin] ; and that the Creator plotted against him, 
and determined to crucify him, because he perceived that he was 
abrogating his laws.*' But the authority of the author of this 
Dialogue is not sufficient to establish the fact, that this doctrine 
was held by the earlier Marcionites concerning the Creator. Per- 
haps he may haTe had a ground for his representation in the lan- 
guage of some individual or individuals among those who called 
themselves Marcionites in the fourth century. Had the elder 
Marcionites held such a doctrine, Tertullian would have stated it 
expressly, and remarked upon it vehemently and at length ; nor 
would the other early fathers, none of whom mentions it, have 
left us in any doubt on the subject. The representation contained 
in the Dialogue has, however, been repeated by some modem 
writers, as by Beausobre (Hist, du Manich^isme, H. 120), Mos- 
heim (Conmientarii de Rebus Christ, p. 407), and Walch (Hist, 
der Ketzereien, I. 511). — Moeheim (Ibid, p. 384) ascribes the 
same doctrine to the Yalentinians, which is a greater error ; for 
his statement is not only unsupported by any authority, but is di- 
rectly contradictory to the testimony of the ancients, as it has 
been already alleged, p. 6. 

A sentence of Tertullian (Advers. Marcion. Lib. III. c. 23. 
p. 411) has been referred to, as countenancing what is said by 
the author of the Dialogue. But it fiUls fai short of asserting 
what he has stated. Had Marcion directly charged the Creator 
with procuring the destruction of Christ, Tertullian, as I have 
said, would not have left us to infer the fact from an indirect allu- 
sion to it in a single sentence. 
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for the deliverance (^ the spiritually-minded 
from his reign, that they might be finally raised 
to a far higher state of glory than he could 
confer. But over all others they conceived that 
he still retained his authority, conferring rewards 
and punishments which extended to the future 
life. They regarded him as still the governor 
of this world (that is, of the material universe), 
and the peculiar god of the Jews, for whose 
redemption he was yet about to send his prom- 
ised Messiah.* 

Other opinions, still more derogatory to the 
Creator than those of the Marcionites, are re- 
ported to have been held by certain sects, he- 
retical or pseudo-Christian. Those ascribed to 
the Ophians, the most remarkable among those 
sects, have been already mentioned. Ptolemy, 
in the beginning of his Letter to Flora, says, 
that ^^ some affirm that the Law of Moses was 
ordained by the opposing and destroying demon, 
to whom, likewise, they assign the formation 
of the world." Of individuals holding such 



* Tertullian. AdTors. Maroion. Lib. IV. c. 6. p. 416. Tertul- 
lian often elfiewheie refers to the doctrine of Marcion concemiog 
a Jewish Messiah yet to come from the Creator; as, Lib. I. c. 15. 
p. 373. Lib. nL c. 6. p. 399. c. d3. pp. 410, 411. Lib. V. cc. 8, 
9. p. 471. c 16. p. 481. 

TOL. III. 9 
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opinions we nowhere else find any notice. It 
is not improbable that Ptolemy may have ex- 
pressed himself very loosely, and have referred 
to such notions as were entertained, as we 
shall hereafter see, by at least one of the catho- 
lic fathers, Athenagoras, concerning the rule of 
Satan " over matter and the forms of matter," 
and may have brought them into connection 
with the doctrine of the Clementine Homilies, 
that a part of the Law proceeded from Satan,* 
and with that of the sectaries spoken of by 
Clement of Alexandria, who represented him 
as the author of the whole.f There is, how- 
ever, no reason to doubt, that the opinions held 
by the Gnostics in general, and especially those 
of the Marcionites, led to extravagant and out- 
rageous errors in some individuals. But how 
far any of those individuals had a title to be 
called Christians is uncertain. Their extrava- 
gances are a subject concerning which our in- 
formation is very scanty and unsatisfactory. 
They attracted so little notice in their own 
time, that Clement of Alexandria tells us gen- 
erally, that " there is no controversy, 

it is acknowledged by all, that the Creator 
is just." t 



• See Vol. II. p. 249. f See Vol. II. p. 13«. 

X Paedegog. Lib. I. c. 8. p. 141. 
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We hare seen what were the general con- 
ceptions of the Gnostics respecting the Creator, 
The theosophic Gnostics associated with him 
other powers, subordinate to him, as agents in 
the government of the world. It is reported 
of some, as formerly mentioned, that they be- 
lieved the world to have been made and gov- 
erned by angels ; but it is not improbable that 
this is a mere vague or incorrect account of a 
doctrine essentially the same with that of the 
Valentinians.* 

The theory of the Gnostics, in ascribing the 
creation and government of the world to an 
inferior being, is wholly foreign from our pres- 
ent belief. But it should not be brought into 
view, separate from all its connections, as some- 
thing to be wondered at. It should be shown 
in its relations to the doctrines of their age, to 
the state of mankind then existing, and to the 
tendencies of human thought. One evident 
cause of its adoption appears in the Gnostic 
doctrines concerning the Jewish dispensation 
and the Old Testament. The Gnostics, ad- 
mitting, in common with other Christians, that 
the Jewish dispensation proceeded from the 

• See Vol. n. p. 88. 
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Creator and Ruler of the visible world, and 
being at the same time unaUe to reconcile the 
representations given of him in the Old Testa- 
ment with their conceptions o{ the Supreme 
Being, were led to the conclusion that the 
Creator was an inferior god« But, in addition 
to this, their theory was in accordance with the 
philosophical speculations of their age. The 
current of opinion among the higher class of 
heathen philosophers set in the same direction. 
It was more or less coincident with doctrines 
that had been widely diffused, and which were 
adopted both by Jews and by catholic Chris- 
tians. The supposition, that the Supreme Be- 
ing had first directly interposed in human afiairs, 
and had first made himself known to men, by 
his manifestation in Christ, agreed, in the view 
of the Gnostics, with the actual history of man- 
kind, with the character of the Christian dis- 
pensation, and with express declarations of 
Christ. And strange as their theory of an infe- 
rior Creator may appear to us, there has been a 
tendency to similar speculations even among in- 
telligent Christians of modem times. 

These are topics which deserve some atten- 
tion ; and the first that may be remarked upon 
is the state of the popular and the philosophical 
religion in that portion of the heathen world 
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by which the Gnostics, as well as the catholic 
Chnstiaus, were surrounded. 

In the popular religion of the Greeks and 
Romans there was no recognition of God. Its 
heaven was a reflection of this earth. Its gods 
were formed after the model of human despots ; 
clothed indeed with more than mortsd beauty 
and might, but having the same passions, the 
same gross vices, the same caprice, the same 
favoritism, and the same vin<fictiveness. Among 
those who rejected the popular superstitions, 
some, as the Epicureans, the sect of the wealthy, 
the powerful, and the worldly, virtually rejected, 
at the same • time, all religious belief. The 
Stoics, the most devout c^ the more ancient 
sects, ascribed supreme divinity to the universe 
itself, which they regarded as a living being, or 
rather to the soul of the universe, the ethereal 
fire which they supposed to pervade and ani- 
mate it ; hat their piety consisted in their being 
devout polytheists, though not according to the 
gross conceptions of the vulgar. The ancient 
heathen philosophers, before the time of Chris-' 
tianity, regarded matter as uncreated ; it was a 
coBumon opinion that the world, or universe, 
was without beginning ; and of those who rec- 
ognized in it the agency of divine power, many 
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conceived of this power as having been in eter- 
nal union with matter. The world, in their 
view, was one complex, ever-existent being. 
This doctrine might glimmer into a dim rec- 
ognition of the personality of the divine prin- 
ciple, but it as commonly sunk into pantheism, 
and vague polytheistic notions of superintending 
divinities,' and of mysterious laws and relations, 
operating independently of the will of any 
superior being. Aristotle says, that most of 
those who first philosophized or theologized 
taught that matter was the only principle, or 
the first cause of all things that exist.* He 
himself conceived of God as a sort of all- 
powerful, incorporeal magnet, moving without 
volition the uncreated universe, a God absorbed 
in contemplation, supremely happy in himself, 
but destitute of all moral attributes exercised 
toward other beings. Between such a God 
and mankind there could be no moral con- 
nection ; and accordingly it has been observed 
that there is a general absence of religious sen- 
thnent from his writings. We find a remark- 
able passage in Plato, in which he introduces 
Socrates, on the day of his death, as describ- 
ing his former perplexity in studying the causes 



* Metaphysic. Lib. I. c. 3. 
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and nature of things, and then proceeding with 
his discourse thus : — " But on hearing one 
read from a certain book (as he said, of Anax- 
agoras), that it is mind which orders all things, 
and is their cause, I was pleased with this 
cause, and it seemed to me to be in some 
respects a satisfactory supposition, that mind is 
the cause of all things,'' * This doctrine Plato 
thus represents as new to Socrates ; whom he 
further describes as dissatisfied at finding that 
Anaxagoras, in the detail of his system, 
" made,'' as it is expressed, " no use of mind " ; 
but, as if he had not introduced this principle, 
explained effects by material causes.f In the 

• Phsdo, p. 97. 

t Ibid. p. 98. — With Anaxagoras, Socrates during the earlier 
part of his life was contemporary. How little agency he gave 
to mind in the formation of the universe may appear from what 
Diogenes Laertius says (Lib. 11. c. 3. § 4), that he taught that 
'* animals were first produced from moisture, heat, and earthy 
matter ; and afterwards by generation." He, however, is said to 
have been the first who represented mind as the disposer of mat- 
ter in the ordering of the universe, and to have been celebrated on 
this account. (Diogenes Laert. H. 3. 1. Cicero de Nat. Deorum. 
Lib. I. § 11.) Yet Thales, long before him, is also said to have 
introduced the agency of mind. But Thales belongs to the fab- 
ulous age of Grecian philosophy, and an opinion of later date was 
not improbably ascribed to him. The contradiction concerning the 
respective claims of Thales and Anaxagoras, which appears in 
the ancient accounts of Grecian philosophy, and especially in Cice- 
ro (Ibid. §§ 10, 11), where the two opposite propositions almost 
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authentic exposition of the doctrines of Soc- 
rates given by Xenophon, the divine power and 
providence for which he contends are repre- 
sented as residing in and exercised by the gods ; 
though there are expressions which imply that 
he had a presentiment of the one God. To 
these expressions there is, I think, nothing cor- 
responding in the language of Xenophon him- 
self throughout his works. Plato, on the other 
hand, with little reasoning on the subject, and 
without any definite and connected exjdanation 
of his meaning, has imaginations concerning the 
Deity, which excite our surprise and admiration, 
when we compare them with the common no- 
tions of other Grecian philosophers before Chris- 
tianity. In his writings,' in those of Cicero, 
and in the half-poetical conceptions of a few 
other men of a high order of intellect, we here 
and there discover, amid the general darkness 
of those times, glorious, but very partial and 
obscure, glimpses of God. 

But what is particularly to be remarked, as 
analogous to the views of the Gnostics, is, that 
the partial recognition of the Divinity in the 

coofiront each other, — one, that the agency of mind was first 
taught by Anaxagoras, and the other, that this agency had been 
taught by Thales, — may, perhaps, be explained by the little 
credit which was giren to the latter account 
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mind of a beatben philosopher did not lead to 
such conceptions of his unirersal and immediate 
agency as Christianity has taught m to enter- 
tain. It was connected with the supposition, 
that the world was under the government of 
inferior gods. Plato was one of the most en- 
lightened of heathen theists, the great theologi- 
cal philosopher of antiquity. But the Gnostic 
doctrine respecting the formation and govern- 
ment of the world by inferior agents may be 
traced back to his speculations. We find its 
germ in the cosmogony which he has left us in 
his " TimsBUs." 

In this worky Plato represents the Supreme 
Ruler of All as giving birth to gods inferior to 
himself, celestial, animating the heavenly bodies 
and informing them with intelligence. Togeth- 
er with these, he speaks of the earth as the 
first and most ancient of the gods comprehended 
within the universe; and afterwards mentions 
the gods of the popular mythology, without 
clearly explaining his own opinion concerning 
them, but teaching that they are to be received 
as divine. He then describes the Supreme 
Being as thus addressing the newly formed 
gods: — "Now learn what I shall teach you. 
Three kinds of mortal animals are yet unpro- 

TOL. in. 3 
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duced.* Without the existence of these, the 
universe will be incomplete ; for it will not 
contain ev#ry kind of living being ; as it should 
do, in order to be perfect. But if these beings 
were formed and endued with life by me, they 
would equal the gods. In order, therefore, that 
mortal beings may exist, and that the universe 
may be a complete whole, do you, according to 
your nature, take upon yourselves the creation of 
animals, imitating my power exercised in your 
production. And as to that part in those ani- 
mals [the intellectual part] which it is fit should 
be of like name with the immortals, being called 
diviney and which will rule those among them 
who are willing to be obedient to justice and to 
you, I will furnish this seed and make a begin- 
ning. For the rest, do you weave together the 
mortal with the immortal part, and fashion and 
give birth to animals, providing them with food 
for their increase, and receiving them again 
when they perish." 

Plato, then, conformably to his doctrine of 
preexistence, represents the Deity as forming 
at once all human souls, and committing them 



* The three kinds, as enumerated before by Plato (Timaeus, 
pp. 39, 40), are those which fly, those which dwell in the water, 
and those which walk the earth. 
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to the care of the inferior gods. They were 
distributed in equal portions to the stars, or, as 
he afterward says, some to the earth, some to 
the moon, and some to the other measurers of 
time, to be embodied in proper season. <^ He 
gave," says Plato, " to the newly created gods 
the office of forming mortal bodies, and what 
was further necessary to be conjoined with the 
human soul, of furnishing whatever is con- 
nected with these inferior parts of man, and of 
ruling and directing the mortal animal in the 
best manner, except so far as he may cause evil 
to himself." * 

Plato, it appears, believed that the Supreme 
Being exercised no immediate government over 
the concerns of men. The Gnostics believed 
the same^ Plato taught, that man, as he ex- 
ists on earth, and the lower animals^ with all 
the provision made for their wants, were the 
work of inferior powers. With this the doc- 
trine of the Gnostics coincided. He supposed 
the immortal part of man to have been furnished 
by the Supreme Being; and the theosophic 
Gnostics, in like manner, taught that the spir- 
itual principle in man, which alone was by na- 
ture immortal, was derived from the Pleroma. 

* Timeus, pp. 39 - 4S. Conf. p. 69. 
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It is unnecessary here to explain the vague, 
undetermined, dazzling conceptions of the Su- 
preme Being' which floated in misty light before 
the mind of Plato. As regards our present 
purpose, the point to be attended to is the im- 
passable distance to which he removes him from 
the beings of this earth, and the interposition 
of inferior gods, as the immediate makers and 
governors of men, and the proper objects of 
their religious worship. He does not remark, 
that to Him no temples were raised, no prayers 
addressed, no devotion of the heart offered up. 
He was that Unknown God, whom St Paul, 
three centuries after the death of the philoso- 
pher, first announced to the Athenians as the 
only God, who alone ^< made the world and all 
that it contains, and gave to all life and breath 
and all things." 

In the tenth book of his << Laws," Plato 
defends earnestly the doctrine of a divine provi- 
dence, nor has he written any thing of a more 
religious character. Here, as elsewhere in hia 
writings, one benevolent being, the author of 
all good, sometimes breaks through the cloud ; ^ 
but the whole tenor of the discourse is to de- 



* I refer paiticulirly to what is said, p. S96, seqq., and 
pp. 903, 004. 
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fend the existence, the providence, and the wor- 
ship of the gods. In another part of the same 
work, after sajdng that the only way to obtain 
the friendship of God (to translate rerbally), or 
(to express what I suppose the true meaning) 
the friendship of Divinity, — of what is Divine, 
— is to become like GoJ, he says, that hence 
^^ folbws a principle, the best and truest of all, 
that for a good man to offer sacrifices and to 
have intercourse with the gods [the word is here 
in the jdural] by vows, and oblations, and every 
form of worehip, is in the highest degree beauti- 
ful and good, most conducive to a happy life, 
and exceedin^y proper ; while the contrary of 
all this is true as regards a bad man." ^ There 
was nothing, I think, incongruous vnth the the- 
dogy either of Socrates or Plato in the belief 
of the former that he was under the guidance 
<^ a good daemon ; nor in his directing, just 
befkure his death, a cock to be sacrificed to iEscu- 
lapius, considered as the god who delivered men 
firom the maladies of life ; nor in the respect 
which bis disciple Xenophon had iois the heathen 
auguries and rites of worship. 

In the work of Plato from which I have 
quoted t there are two other opinicms that 



• De Legibufl, Lib. FV. p. 716. 

t I hardly know wliether, in thus quoting the *' Laws/' it ia 
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deserve notice in relation to our subject. One 
IS, that lie conceives that there are in the uni- 
verse two souls, or principles of life, one good 
and the other evil,* To this we shall hereafter 
( have occasion to refer. The other is, that here, 
as elsewhere, he regards the stars, and espe- 
cially the bodies of our solar system, as ani- 
mated or moved by gods who ruled over the 
earth.t With this I conceive that the doctrine 
of the theosophic Gnostics corresponded. They 
ascribed to the Creator six assistant angels, to 
whom together with him they assigned seven 
heavens or spheres, of which they were the 
informing spirits.! There can be little doubt 
that they regarded these spheres as those of the 
Sun, the Moon, and the five primary planets, 
besides the Earth, with which they were ac- 
quainted. 

worth while to notice the skepticism of a modern German editor 
of Plato, Ast (Platen's Leben und Schrifien, p. 384, seqqOi who 
denies to Plato the authorship of this work, which is ascribed to 
him by his disciple Aristotle. If it were not his work, there must 
have been another philosopher wholly unknown, another Plato, 
we may say, lost in obscurity, who as much deserved to be re- 
membered as his contemporary whose name has spread over the 
world. 

* De Legibus, lib. X. p. 896. 

t De Legibus, Lib. VII. pp. 831, 823. Lib. X. pp. 886, 898, 
899. TinuBus, pp. 39, 40. 

X Ireneus, Lib. L c 5. § 2. p. 34. 
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The doctrine, that the world is governed by 
powers inferior to the Supreme, appears through- 
out the writings of Plato. I will give one or 
two more examples. In that imperishable ac- 
count which he has left of the last hours of 
Socrates, in which the striking sentiment forms 
such a contrast with the wretched reasoning, he 
represents the friends of that philosopher as 
inquiring, ^^How he could with so much ease 
leave them, and the gods whom he himself 
professed to be beneficent rulers." Amid the 
moral sublimity of this dialogue, we should 
hardly have been surprised, if Socrates had 
directly raised his mind to the one Supreme, 
and replied in such language as a Christian 
might use, that he was 

*' Safe in the hand of one disposing Power, 
Or in the natal, or the mortal hoar." 

But the answer of the philosopher is different. 
It is sufficient for my purpose to give only its 
commencement: — ^<lf I did not think that I 
was going in the first place to other gods wise 
and good, and then to men who have died 
better than those who are here, I should be 
wrong in not being distressed at the thought 

of death." * 

— — — . — — . — — — ]^ — 

* Ph«edo, p. 63. Conf. p. 69. 
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In the seventh book of his << Laws," Plato 
says : — << As regards what is in the highest 
sense divine, and the universal world,* it is 
affirmed [by the generality] that we must not 
busy ourselves in searching into the laws of 
their nature ; for that this is unholy." By 
<<what is in the highest sense divine," Plato 
apparently intends the Sun and the Moon, ^^the 
great gods," as he calls them, and the planets, 
to which in common with them he gives the 
name of ^^ celestial gods." In opposition to the 
rule just alleged, he proceeds to state what he 
represents as facts concerning these divinities, 
very important even in their religious bearing, 
namely, that their apparent are not their real 
motions, but that they revolve in circles ; and 
that those of them which seem to move most 
swiftly in fact move most slowly. 

<<It is difficult," says Plato, in a passage 
which at once throws a broad light over the 
whole subject, <^ to discover the Maker and 
Father of the universe, and impossible, when 
discovered, to speak of him to the generality." f 
Cicero in his version of this passage uses 



* T6v fuyurrop Bt6p jcol Skoy r&v K&aiiov : verbally, ** The great- 
est Grod and the whole world." p. 821. 
f Tim»u8, p. 98. 
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atroiiger language^ — ^ To point l»m oirt to tke 
vulgar is £brbiddeD.'' * Cicero^ himself, who 
in clearness of mind^ good sense, and liigh monl 
sentiment, stands almost or altogether alone 
among the wise of ancient times, in bis treatise 
*^ CoQoaming Laws,'' suggested by thai of 
Plato^ enforces like bim the worship of the 
g^. In discussing what he regarded as the 
fimdamental doctrine of religion, it is ^^ Of the 
Nature of the Gods " that be treats, as^ it is 
their providence which he represents the most 
religions as asserting. In the first part of the 
following sentence the Christian Lactantius maj 
express himself too strongly, especially if he is 
to be understood as referring to the times before 
Christianity, but be does not express himself 
too strongly in its conclusion. ^^ Though poets," 
he says, ^^ and philosophers, and even polythe* 
ists, often acknowledge the Supreme God, yet 
no one has ever entered into any inquiry or 
discussion concerning his worship or the honor 
due to him." f 
The philosophy of Plato, which, in reoognin* 



* " Indicare in Yulgns neias." 

f '* Sed tamen wmnnim Deum, eum tX pUlosoplii, et poetae, et 
ipai denique qu deos colant, nape fateaDtur, de culta taxaea al 
hoBanbua ejaa aamo unqaam leqaisiTil, aooo diseevuU. *' Se M 
Dei, $11. 

TOU III. 4 
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ing a supreme Being as a glorious but indistinct 
vision, removed him at the same time from all 
superintendence of the concerns of men, and 
subjected these to the government of inferior 
gods, in the worship of whom aU practical re- 
ligion consisted, was the highest theology of 
ancient Greece and Rome before Christianity.* 
This theology was the basis of the theory com- 
mon to the Gnostics. But they modified it by 
two leading conceptions which they derived 
from Christianity. Admitting the truth of both 
the Jewish and Gospel history, they maintained 
that the Unknown God had at last manifested 
himself to men through Christ, and had called 
them away from the worship of the ruler or 
rulers of this material universe ; and, conform- 
ably to the manner in which they received and 
interpreted the declarations of the Old Testa- 
ment, they thought that its ruler or the chief 
among its rulers was the god of the Jews. 
There was a family likeness between the the- 
ology of the heathen philosophers and that of 
the Gnostics. But the catholic Christians, not- 



* Respectiag the theology of the ancient philosophers, one may 
ftuther oonsnlt Leland's ** Advantage and Necessity of the Chris- 
tian Revelation " (Part I. Ch. X-XVn.), — a work of nncom- 
mon trustworthiness and valae. 
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withstanding some striking resemblances which 
we shall hereafter observe, were essentially sep- 
arated from both. " We shall not,'' says Ter- 
tullian, ^^ approximate to the opinions of Gen- 
tiles, who, if ever they are compelled to ac- 
knowledge God, introduce other gods below 
him.''* 

BoT the doctrine of a subordinate agency in 
the creation and government of the world was 
not confined to the heathen philosophers and 
the Gnostics. Before the time of the latter, it 
had passed into the theology of the Jews. The 
Jevnsh phUosopher, Philo, in commenting upon 
the words, ^< Let us make man," repeatedly 
represents the Deity as addressing his Powers, 
and charging them with the formation of all 
that may tend to evil in the mind of man, be- 
cause ^^ he deemed it requisite to assign to other 
artificers the production of evil, reserving to 
himself alone the production of good." f In 
this hypothesis, Philo is ^not always consistent 
with himself ; tior does it agree throughout with 
that of the Gnostics. But the rudiments of 



* Adrenua Hennogenem, c. 7. p. 285. 
t De Profogis, Tom. I. p. 656. De Mundi Opifieio. I. 17. De 
Confusione Lingoamm. I. 431, seqq. 
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WHicns (jaoilic ^ecobtaons exist in liis writ- 
mgs ; and the transitioo wss easj kam lus dec* 
trme of subordinate miiisters, indrodaoed tliat 
Gpod iiigkt sot be oonsidaed as die author of 
evil, to the Gnostic doctrine of the Creator 
with his associates. He himseU^ as wokj be 
perceived from what has been before said, <de- 
rived his doctrine from Plato.* 

In the later Rabbis may be found the con- 
ceptioft^ that seventy angels ruled o^^er, and 
were the gods of, ti^ seventy nations 'into which 
the Gentile world vi^s supposed to be divided ; 
while the Creator is represented as reserving 
the Israelites for himself, and is sonedmes sail 
to be tbdr immediate governor^ and sometimes 
te hWB appointed <yver them the archangel 
Michael as bn vicegerent. The angeis ruling 
the Gentiles are by some descnbed as seventy 
angels who sunoand tin thione <if God and 
form bis council ; by same, in accordanoe with 
a comtmon beiief of an t i^ iiitj , as spirits aniaNif- 
ing pianets and stars and governing itoough 
their infloenoes ; and by seme as evil vpirttp, the 



* See before, pp. 17, 18. — I do not enlixge on the opinioDi 
of Philo in relation to the subject before us, as I have formerly 
explained them at some length in another work. S«e ^ lleasons 
ht not betteffiBg tfao Boottinee of Triundaaa," dectioii X. 
p. 951, seqq. 
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MMatrms gods i^f the Oesdles, haviag fisr tbeir 
cdief Sammaei, ibe ^sm^el of deadi, the same 
with Saian. It was «ippii8ed tfaart the diferent 
nations prospered or suffered according to their 
rule; and that, when these nations were at 
war, dieir angek warred together likemrise.* 
if theae wero merelj the motions of the later 
lews, they wocdd oot 4esefye notice in refer- 
ence ^ -our present suigect; but sknibr can- 
oepticais prevailed smong the Jews moa ailer 
tbeir return 6*001 llie Baliylonish oaptivity. We 
&m1 them in Ibe book which they •scribed M 
Daniel, where the prince, <liact », the angel, of 
Pcisia is represented as hawing withstood an- 
Mher asgel, tiM Michael, wbo is spoken •of as <be 
angel of ihe Jews, came io his assistance :; and 
where ibe prince ^or angel of Oreeoe is likewiBe 
mentioned.t These oenceptions appear also in 
the false roideriag givien in the Seploagint of a 
passage in Devteronomy : | — ^ When the Most 
High dirided to the nations iheir inheritance, 
vriien he separated :Ae sons of Adaon, he deter- 
nined the boundaries of the nations according 
to ihe nnmber <if the children «f Israel." In- 



* EisenmeDgen Entdectes Jndenthum ; i. e. Judaism Unveiled. 
Th. L p. 803, 8eqq. 
t BnMic. 13, Si. X Ch. xxzii. S. 
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Stead of the last clause, << according to tlie num- 
ber of the children of Israel," the rendering of 
the Septuagint is, << according to the number of 
the angels." 

The doctrine of the Jews concerning the 
goyemment of the heathen world by angels was 
adopted by many of the fathers, who appealed 
for proof of it to the passage in the Septuagint 
just mentioned, and to the representations in 
Daniel. It deserves notice, not as showing the 
coincidence, but the parallelism, of opinions, 
that Origen introduces this doctrine in oppo- 
sition to an opinion advanced by Celsus, that 
the nations were each ruled by a power or 
powers, to whom it had been committed from 
the beginning, and whose peculiar laws and 
worship each was bound to maintain.* Re- 
specting the character of these angels of the 
nations, the opinions of the fathers were un- 
settled, like those of the Jewish RabUs. The 
prevailing conception of Origen appears to have 
been, that, though appointed by God to their 
office, they had become degenerate and bad ; 
and that, when Christ was manifested, their 
dread of losing their rule made them enemies 

• Cont. Celsum, Lib. Y. §§ 95, 96. 0pp. I. 596, eeqq. 
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of him and his followers.* Regarding the 
heathen world as subject to them, he expresses 
himself concerning the coming of Christ in such 
language as might have been used by the Gnos- 
tics : — " As, then, the princes of this world [the 
angels ruling this world] had seized on the 
portion of the Lord, it was necessary for the 
good Shepherd, leaving the ninety-nine in 
heaven, to descend to earth, that he might find 
and. bear away on his shoulders the sheep that 
was lost, and bring it back to the fold of per- 
fection above.'' t The conception of Christ's 
leaving ninety-nine of his flock in heaven, and 
of his bearing back thither the sheep that was 
lost, is founded on doctrines which Origen de- 
rived from Plato. Following Plato, Origen be- 
lieved in the preexistence of souls, and that 
those souls that were here embodied had fallen 
from a higher state. The theosophic Gnostics, 
likewise, believed that the spiritual principle, 
so far as it existed in men, or, in other words, the 
spirits of men, had fallen from the Pleroma, and 
that the Saviour had come to deliver what was 



* De PrincipiiB, Lib. IQ. o. 3. 0pp. I. 143. Homil. in Gene- 
ttD, IX. ^ 3. 0pp. n. 85, 86. Comment, in Epist ad Romanoe. 
Lib. Vin. § 12. 0pp. IV. 639. 

t Homil. DC in Genesin, ubi sap. 
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spnritiial from ks coimeelkm with matter, and to 
restore it to its original seat. Some of them, it 
maj seem from what is said by Irenteus, applied 
the parable of the lost sheep in much the same 
manna as it was used by Origen.* 



Parallel with the doctnne conceniing the 
goverament of the heathen world bj angels was 
another concerning the gods of the Healhens ; 
bat the bearing of the two upon each other does 
not appear to have been so defined as to make 
it possible to adjust them together into one 
connected and consistent scheme. <^ The Gen- 
try'' says St. ¥m\f ^ofier their sacrifices to 
daemons, and not to God " ; f and there is no 
doubt that the word ^ da&mon " is used by the 
Apostle in a bad sense. Accordingly, the fa- 
thers regarded the gods of the pagan mythology 
as evil daemons, ministers of Satan. Him they 
conceived (^ as ruling over them and their 
pagan virorshii^rs. In the view of the fathers^ 
those gods were impure spirits^ burdeiied with 
material vehicles, and inhaling for their nour- 
ishment the fumes of incense and sacrifices. 
Whatever marvels in the pagan religion were 



* Cont. Haeres. Lib. I. c. 8. § 4. p. 39. e. 16« $ 1. p. 80. 
t 1 Corinthians x. 30. 
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not the work of human firand, whateyer was 
really supernatural in oracles, omens, and ap- 
pearances of the gods, was to be ascribed to 
them. They were deadly enemies of Chris- 
tianity, through which their worship was to be 
done away, and were continually exciting their 
worshippers to persecute and destroy the Chris- 
tians. The pagan world was, in a certain 
sense, the realm of Satan. These conceptions 
have been adopted, and made familiar to modem 
readers, by the great poet of Christian my- 
thology, who describes the fallen angels as 

''known to men by Yarioas names, 
And ▼arionB idok, through the heathen world." 

The doctrine concerning the rule of Satan 
over the world finally assumed a form among 
catholic Christians, in which it may be com- 
pared with the most unfavorable representations 
that have been given of Gnosticism, and in 
which it is not distinguished by any character- 
istic that may recommend it from what was 
regarded as the odious heresy of the Manidt^- 
ans. Even so early as the second century, the 
lineaments of that belief on this sul^ect which 
afterwards prevailed are distinctly traced in a 
passage of Athenagoras. According to Athe- 

▼OL. III. 5 
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nagoras, Satan was originally created an angel 
of light, and intrusted by Grod with the admin- 
istration of matter and the forms of matter. 
This ruler over matter, and the other angels 
who rule over the affairs of this first << firma- 
ment," fell into sin through the abuse of their 
moral liberty. Satan became an enemy of 
God ; and his administration is opposite to the 
goodness of God. Hence, he says, the poet 
Euripides doubted whether there was any divine 
providence over the concerns of men, and the 
philosopher Aristotle denied its existence. Ac- 
cording to Athenagoras himself, the providence 
of God regulates the general order of the uni- 
verse, but ^^ men are moved and carried in dif- 
ferent directions according to the nature of each, 
and the operations of that ruler who is over 
them, and of his associate demons," who excite 
in men irregular desires conformable to their 
own natures.* 

Thus, instead of the Gnostic Creator, Athe- 
nagoras subjected men to the government of 
Satan, whom he viewed as the ruler of matter. 
This was his solution of the existence of evil. 
The doctrine was remotely derived from the 



* Athenagom Legatio pro Christiams, pp. 303 - 304. Ed. 
Benedict. 
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Persian theology, into which it had been intro- 
duced to solve the same difficulty. We wiU 
briefly trace its history ; for in difierent forms it 
entered both into the theology of the orthodox 
church and the heresies of the Gnostics and the 
Manichseans. 

Our sources of information respecting the 
Persian theology, including the collection of 
writings entitled the Zend-Avesta, are of such 
uncertain credit, and so imperfect and contra- 
dictory, that we can speak vnth but little con- 
fidence of its history or vicissitudes, or of the 
detail of any particular system in which it ap- 
peared. But notwithstanding the cloud which 
has spread over it, some remarkable character- 
istics are to be obscurely discerned. The Per- 
sian sages appear from an early period to have 
held in some form or other the belief of one 
supreme beneficent Being. But they regarded 
the universe as divided into two opposite em- 
pires, the empire of light and the empire of 
darkness. The former was conceived of as the 
region of pure and happy beings, over whom 
reigned the beneficent God, Ormuzd. The 
latter was the domain of evil, peopled with 
malignant demons under the rule of Ahriman. 
This world was conceived of as being on the 
confines of these two empires, the result of their 
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commingling and strife^ the seat of their warfare, 
a region where the beneficent God and the 
Prince of Evil held divided sway. Hence it is, 
to use words that express the doctrine as truly as 
would the simplest prose, that 

" the same earth 
Bean fruit and poison ; where the camel finds 
His fragrant food, the homed viper there 
Sacks in the juice of death : the elements 
Now serve the use of man, and now assert 
Dominion o'er his weakness : dost then hear 
The sound of merriment and nuptial song ? 
From the next house proceeds the mourner's cry, 
Lamenting o'er the dead." 

The Persian doctrine implies but a very im- 
perfect conception of the omnipotence of €rod. 
But the same remark may be made of every 
other ancient system of theology, excepting the 
Christian. Nor is it probable that the generality 
of ancient Christians entertained any adequate 
ideas of this divine attribute. These are facts 
which it is necessary to bear in mind in studying 
the theological speculations of the ancients, which 
may otherwise appear to us even more incongru- 
ous than they were. 

Manes, or Manichseus, who was a Persian, 
blended with Christianity the theology of his 
country; and thus, in the latter half of the 
third century, became the founder of the sect of 
the Manichseans. In common with the Gnos- 
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tics, and other framers of religious systems, it 
was a main purpose with him to account for the 
origin of evil. Ahriman was, in his system, 
easily omyerted into Satan; and according to 
him, evil had its origin in eternal matter necessa- 
rily existing, and the demons resident in it and 
ruling over it, of whom Satan was the chief. 
They had made an incursion into the spiritual 
world, and, seizing upon a portion of spirit, had 
mingled it with matter and founded this world. 
To redeem this portion of spirit from its enthral- 
ment was the purpose of the interposition of 
God by Christ, and by Manes himself, who was 
Christ's successor, and the perfecter of his 
work. 

From the Ahriman of the Persians, the Jews, 
long before the time of Manes, probably de- 
rived their conception of Satan, the Adversary 
of God and man. Their notions concemmg 
him were, however, modified by their beUef of 
the supremacy of God, so that they regarded 
him as always under God's control. But he 
and his ministers were popularly conceived of 
by them, as causing the moral and physical dis- 
orders in the world, as tempting men to sin, 
and vexing them with diseases. From the 
Jews this conception passed into the theology 
of Christians. Our Saviour in his discourses 
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used forms of speech founded upon these no-, 
tions of his countrymen. It was his purpose 
to give his hearers a more vivid impression of 
the evil of certain acts and states of character 
by thus figuratively referring them to Satan as 
their source, and associating them with his 
hateful and terrific image. The same use of 
language likewise occurs in the writings of the 
Aposdes; and though they nowhere teach the 
popular doctrine as a doctrine of religion, yet it 
is not probable that the mind of any one of 
them was wholly unaffected by it When, ac- 
cordingly, this belief concerning Satan began to 
prevail among Christians, every thing in the 
New Testament which appeared to favor it was 
interpreted literally, and made a ground for fiir- 
ther inferences. We have seen the form which 
it had early assumed in the writings of Athe- 
nagoras; but the ghastly phantom which he 
presents as ruling over the world afterwards 
dilated its terrors ; * 

** Hombili super adspectu mortalibus instaiiB." 



* Dr. Thomas Burnet is a writer not likely to be charged with 
fanaticism or superstition. One may, therefore, be somewhat sui^ 
prised at meeting with a passage in his posthumous work, ** De 
Fide et Officiis Christianorum " (p. 70), of which the foUowing 
is a translation. " The Gentiles appear to haye given themselves 
up to the dominion of evil spirits, who by the permission of €rod 
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Far the greater part of men, according to the 
creeds of those days, were bom, and eyer con- 
tinued to be, ^^ bond slaves of Satan " ; and the 
remainder were constantly suffering firom his 
assaults and machinations. 

The doctrine of Athenagoras, which subjected 
the world to the rule of Satan, is more objec- 
tionaUe than the Gnostic doctrine, which sub- 
jected it to the rule of the Creator. But many 
or most of the Gnostics, as we shall again have 
occasion to observe, appear likewise to have 
introduced Satan, or the animate princijde of 



had obtained the empire of this world. To this their chief hud 
claim, when, haying shown to Christ all the kingdoms of the 
world and their glory, he said to him, Loke it. ((, IwiU gwe thee 
power over the whole and the glory of those kingdoms, for it is com- 
mitted to me, and J give it to whom I wUL We know that the 
DevO is a deceiver ; bnt Christ himself also repeatedly calls him 
the Pnnoe of this world, John xii. 31 ; xiy. 30 ; zvi. 11. What- 
erer was his right or title, he seems at that time to hare had pos- 
session of the world ; and, God being as it were excluded, the 
ordering of affiiirs was at the pleasure of demons." The philos- 
ophy of Athenagoras, it appears, had surriyed in full yigor to 
the eighteenth century. The errors of the ancient fathen and 
the ancient heretics, which were adopted for the purpose, how- 
eyer unskilfully executed, of vindicating the goodness of Grod, 
and which were countenanced and supported by the philoso- 
phy of the age, are to be differently regarded from the cor- 
responding errors of later times, some of which now stand 
insulated amid the inteUectual and moral improyement of the 
world. 
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evil resident in matter, as the adversary of the 
Creatoi; and his works. 

/' In looking to a very different part of the 

catholic system of faith, we find another anal- 
c^ between tbe doctrine of the Gnostics and 
that of the early Christian fathers, which is 
remarked upon by Origen himself. Origen 
says, that the distinction made by the heretics, 
in affirming that the Creator is just, and the 
Father of Christ good, may, in his opinion, 
when accurately understood, be said of the 
Father and the Son. The Son is just ; he has 
received authority to judge the world righteous- 
ly. Men are here prepared by the various 
discipline which he appoints in justice for the 
time when he will deliver up his kingdom, 
when God, being all in all, will display his 
goodness toward those who have been disci- 
plined by his Son; and perhaps all things, 
Origen adds, may be thus prepared for its 
reception. Christ himself has said diat the 
Father alone is good. In like manner, Ori- 
gen thinks that a true sense may be given 
to the proposition, that there is one superior 
to the Creator, Christ being regarded as the 
Creator; for the Father is greater than he.* 

* Comment, in Joan. Tom. I. ^ 40. 0pp. FV. 41. 
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All those CbristiaDS of tha first three ceaturies 
who coBceived of the Logos as a person be- 
lieyed like the Gnostics in a Creator of the uni- 
¥erse inferior to the Supreme Being; for thej 
referred its creation immediately to the Logos. 
It is only in this point, however, that there is 
any analogy between the Logos of the ancient 
fathers and the Creator of the Gnostics. In 
other respects the Logos corresponds rather to 
the first manifestation or deydopment of the 
Deity in the Gnostic system of iElons. 

Thus, on every side, we perceive an approjd- 
mation to the doctrine of the Gnostics respect- 
ing the creation awi government of the world 
hy a beii^ ot beings inferior to the Supreme. 
We may suppose that they came to the study 
of Christianity prepossessed with the philosoph* 
ical doctrine, that human afiairs weire under 
the government of inferior gods, the Supreme 
Divinity being far removed from their super* 
intendei»ce. Looking back upon the state of 
mankind, they saw, on the one hand, that the 
Father of All, as revealed by Christianity, had 
been an unknown God to the Gentile world. 
On the other hand, the gross and limited con- 
ceptioAS which the generality of the Jews en- 
tertained of God, under the iiam^ of Jehovah, 

▼OL. III. 6 
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and even the representations of the Old Testa- 
ment concerning him, seemed to them to relate 
to a being far inferior to that God whom Christ 
had made known. They were thus led to the 
conclusion, that the Father of All had first re- 
vealed himself to men by Christ, and through 
him had first interposed to deliver all that was 
spiritual and pure in the universe from the thral- 
dom of matter. Their doctrine might seem 
to them but little more than the declaration 
of an historical fact, that the true God was 
unknown to men before he was revealed by 
Christ. 

In almost every age, wherever the belief of 
one Supreme Being has been received, imper- 
fect notions of his nature and moral govern- 
ment, and the observation of the defects, ir- 
regularities, and evils, real or apparent, which 
exist in the present state of things, have led 
to conceptions more or less correspondent to 
those of the Gnostics. Some other being or 
beings have been interposed between God and 
his creatures, as having an immediate control 
over the physical or moral world. To the 
causes mentioned we may refer the famous doc- 
trine of the very learned Cudworth concern- 
ing the unconscious soul of the world. Plastic 
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Nature, as he denominates it, a being to the 
immediate agency of which he refers all phys- 
ical dianges; and which he describes, in lan- 
guage not altogether intelligible, as ^^a crea- 
ture incorporeal, though low and imperfect,'' 
but ^^ an energetic and effectual principle, mov- 
ing matter by some energy of its own,'' " act- 
ing for ends artificially, yet neither intending 
those ends, nor understanding the reason of 
what it does, and therefore unable to act elect- 
ively," " the Divine Art concrete, and em- 
bodied in matter," ^' the manuary opificer of 
the Divine understanding." The reasons which 
Cudworth assigns for introducing this agent 
might have been adopted with little variation 
by the Gnostics in defence of their doctrine 
of an imperfect Creator. They are, because 
it seems ^^ not decorous in respect to God, nor 
agreeable to reason, that he himself should 
do all things immediately and miraculously," 
for this ** would render Divine Providence op- 
erose, solicitous, and distractious " ; because 
the supposition is inconsistent ^^with the slow 
and gradual progress of things in nature " ; 
whereas, if the agent were omnipotent, the end 
proposed would be effected at once, without 
what would seem ^< this vain and idle pomp " ; 
and, further, because the supposition is incon- 



44 EVIDENCBS OF THE 

mtent <<with those errors and bungles that 
are committed, when the matter is inept and 
contumacious, which argue the agent not to 
be irresistible."* 

This theory was not only maintained by 
Gudworth, but countenanced and defended as 
not improbable by Le Clerc, a man extra- 
ordinarily free from mysticism and extrava- 
gance, whose intellectual vigor has preserved 
his writings to our own time in almost their 
original freshness. Even at the present day 
we are hardly disembarrassed from the con- 
ception of Nature, not as a poetical personifi- 
cation, but as a real agent ; and there are but 
few, perhaps, who habitually recognize in the 
operations of the physical world only an unin- 
terrupted display of Grod's power in imme- 
diate action. We are hardly yet familiar with 
the belief, that it is God alone who 

** Wanns in the sun, refreshee in the hreezie, , 
Glows in the stars, and blossoms in the trees ; 
> • • • ■ 

Breathes in our soul, informs our mortal part, 
As fiill, as perfect, in a hair as heart ; 
As full, as perfect, in vile man that mourns, 
As the rapt seraph that adores and bums." f 



-hA^MMrfid^i 



* Intelleotual System of the Universe, p. 150, seqq. 

f The oobckdiDg lines are t« be ondetstood as meaaiog 
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It may readilj be supposed that the catholic 
ChristiaDS found no difficulty in confuting the 
theory of the Gnostics respecting an inferior 
Creator or Creators. The following is a sum- 
mary of the reasoning of Irenseus. If it be 
said that the world was made either by an- 
gels or by any inferior being, without the will 
of €rod, it must be supposed that the angels 
are more powerful than Grod, or that he is in- 
different to what takes place. It would be 
idle to conceive of the world as thus formed 
within his realm, where he is present; and 
if formed without it, his being is circumscribed 
and he ceases to be infinite. This argument 
might seem triffing, if the theosophic Gnos- 
tics bad not placed the material work) with- 
out the Pleroma, the complete development 
of God, and thus afibrded sufficient occasion 
for it One other is added by Irenmus. If 
the world, he says, exists conformably to the 
will, and with the knowledge, of God, he is 
properly its maker, whoever might be the. im- 
mediate agents in its formation. Those agents 



that a hair and a heart, a Bian and an aagel, are all equally 
produced and preserved in being by Diyine power, by power 
(nil and perfect ; and that no one of them is the work of any 
agent inferior to God. 
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derived their being from him, and are to be 
considered only as instruments in his hands.* — 
The very obviousness and simplicity of these 
arguments throvir light on the state of opinion 
and reasoning to which men had advanced in 
the age of Irenseus. 

But the Gnostics, on the other hand, were 
not wanting in arguments to support their 
doctrine of a subordinate Creator and an Un- 
known God. We have seen how correspond- 
ent this doctrine was to opinions universally 
prevalent both among Heathens and Chris- 
tians. The Gnostics conceived that the his- 
tory of the world made it evident that the 
True God had been unknown to men till he 
was revealed by Christ. They dwelt upon 
the representations of the Divinity in the Old 
Testament, to prove that the God of the Jews 
could not be the True God, the God of Chris- 
tians; while, at the same time, admitting the 
authority of the Old Testament, they recog- 
nized his claim to be the Creator of the ma- 
terial universe. They argued from the im- 
perfections and evils of the world, that it 
could not be the work of a good and omnip- 

* Cont. Heies. lib. 11. c. 2. p. 117. 
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otent Being, but bore evident marks of an 
imperfect maker. And they found , as thej 
thought, full confirmation of their doctrine in 
the words of Christ, — " No' man knoweth the 
Father but the Son, and he to whom the Son 
may reveal him." These words, which they 
often quoted, they considered as afibrding un- 
equivocal proof that Christ came to reveal 
an Unknown God.* They alleged, also, other 
passages to the same effect. Thus, they quot- 
ed what is said by John in his Gospel, <^No 
one has seen God at any time," as proving 
that the God revealed by Christ was not the 
god who had been seen by Moses and the 
patriarchs*! And they appealed to our Lord's 
declaration to the Jews, ^^ Ye know neither 
me nor my Father," as evincing that the god 
known to the Jews was not his Father.} 

We have thus attended to one of the causes 



* Among the many passages in which this argument of the 
Grnostios is noticed, it may be snffioient to refer to Lrenaras, 
Cent. Heres. Lib. I. c. 30. § 3. p. 93. Lib. IV. c ((. § 1. 
p. S33y and to Tertullian, Advers. Marcionem, Lib. IV. c. 35. 
p. 441. 

t Origen. De Principiis, Lib. 11. c. 4. $ 3. 0pp. L 86. 

X Origen. Comment, in Joan. Tom. XIX. 0pp. FV. 383. 
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which the Gnostics assigned for the evib in 
the worldi •— the imperfection of its immediate 
maker, or makers. We have next to consider 
their ojmiions respecting the evil nature of 
matter. 



CHAPTER VII. 

(cONTntUVD.) 

<m THB SmBX OP THB GN08TI08, A0 IlfTWPBD FOB A 
SOLirriON OF TSB SXISTBMCB of BVU. in THB WOBLD. 



Sbction U. 
On their Opinions concerning Evil^ as inherent in Matter. 

^^ The Mardonites belieTe," says Clement of 
Alexandria, ^^diat nature is bad, as proceed^ 
ing from evil matter and a just Maker " ; * 
that is, a Maker who is only just. Such was 
the belief of the Gnostics in general. IBvt 
there was nothing peculiar to them in their 
opinion that evil inheres in matter, nor in their 
application of this doctrine to account for the 
evils in the world. The theory had been com- 
mon long before their time. It was connected 
with the general doctrine of ancient heathen 
philosophy concerning the independent existence 
of matter. 



• Stromat m. $ 3. p. 515. 

70L. III. 7 
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Until the period when Christianity taught 
men to form a new idea of the power of God, 
as able to cause that to be which did not be- 
fore exist, matter was regarded by the ancient 
philosophers as uncreated and eternal. In the 
view of Plato it was not the product of di- 
vine power, but (to use the language of Cud- 
worth) the inept and contumacious material on 
which that power was exercised. In his di- 
alogue entitled " The Statesman,'' there is 
a long and strange passage concerning the rev- 
olutions of the world, caused by the refractory 
tendencies in matter during intervals in which 
the divine power that controls those tenden- 
cies is suspended.* He describes the world 
as, after one of these revolutions, fulfilling its 
appointed laws, at first accurately, but after- 
ward more dully and negligently. <' And the 
cause of this," he says, " is the bodily part 



• Politicus, p. 269, seqq. One of the most respectable of the 
Gennan writers on Plato, Socher, contends, I think on verj in- 
sufficient grounds, that this J)ialogue is not the work of Plato. 
(Ueber Platen's Schriften, p. 873, seqq.) There is, however, no 
dispute that the Dialogue is of the age of Plato, for it is quoted 
by Aristotle ; nor that it was generally repnted to be his work. 
The question of its genuineness, therefore, is unimportant, so &i 
as it is adduced only to show the antiquity of the doctrine of eril 
in matter, and that this doctrine Was supported by the authority 
of Plato's name. 
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of its compositioDy inherent of old in its nature ; 
for this, being full of disorder before it entered 
into the composition of the world, received all 
that it has good from him who compounded it ; 
but whatever is bad and wrong in the universe 
proceeds from it, and is produced by it in living 
beings, in consequence of its former tenden- 
cies." * In his Timaeus he represents God as 
taking matter^f which was in discordant and 
disorderly motion, and reducing it from disorder 
to order; ^^it being his will that all things 
should be good, and, as far as might be, nothing 
bad " ; t ^uid in the same dialogue he presents 
the conception of necessittfj^ by which he ap« 
parently intends what necessarily exists in mat- 
ter, as controlled by the power of the Deity. || 
In his Laws» the work of his old ag«, there is 
a remarkable passage, before referred to,! in 
which he teaches that there are at least two 
souls (or principles of motion) pervading the 

• PoUtioiiB, p. S73. 

t ** Matter" ; the expression of Plato is nay Saw ^p Spardp, 
*^ whaterer was Tisible." It is a remarkal)le fact, forcibly illus- 
trating the state of philosophy in Plato's time, that neither the 
word vXj; in the sense of *' matter," nor any other word appropri- 
ate to the expression of that idea, occurs in his writings. — See 
Additional Note, A. 

X Timeus, p. 30. ^ *Apayiai, 

I Timsus, pp. 48, 56. 4 See before, pp. Si, S2. 
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unmrse, one beneficent, and the other of an 
opposite character.* There is here no direct 
mention of matter ; but the passage was under- 
stood by Plutarch, and by others of the later 
admirers and expositors of Plato, as referring to 
a sool without intellect, resident in matter, and 
producing its disorderly motion while in its un- 
formed state. This Plutarch regarded as Ae 
principle of evil in the uniTerse ; and the ex- 
istence of some such principle, he says, had 
been affirmed by the greater part of preceding 
theologists and philosophers-f 

During the second and third centuries, the 
doctrine, that matter, baring an independent 
existence, is the scnirce of evfl, attracted atten- 
tion among Christians ; and treatises were 
written in opposition to it« It was generally 
rejected by the catholic Christians, who be- 
lieved matter to have been created by God. 
It was, however, maintained by Hermogenes, 
who was not a Gnostic, and against whom 
Tertullian wrote a treatise, still extant. Ar- 
nobius, likewise, who wrote about the be- 
ginning of the fourth century, asks the ques- 



- '■- a...- ...^.M^.-. ^- — . — ..... — - — -jj_... 



* De Legilms, p. 806. 

t The passages from Plataich leladng to this sobject may be 
found collected by Oadworth and Moeheim in the SystaoM Intel- 
lectnale a Moihetm. Tom. I. p. 299, seqq. 
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tioD, — ^* What if primitive matter (prima ma- 
tenes)j which has been disposed into the four 

dements, contain the causes of all miseries ? " * 

« 

though this appears not to have been his own 
opinion. 

That the body is the antagonist principle of 
evil in man is a natural branch of the doctrine 
that matter is the antagonist principle of evil in 
the universe. But the former opinion subsisted 
unconnected with the latter, or connected but 
loosely and obscurely. By the Gnostics it was 
adopted in its whole extent But it was no 
novel doctrine. 

Plato taught, as we have ahrrady seen, that 
the body was not the original residence of the 
soul.f Through the appointment of God, or 
from necessity, or in ccmsequence of its own 
fault or its intrinsic weakness (lor he is not 
consistent with himself in his representaticms) , 
it had been removed, or had fallen, fnnn its first 
estate, and become immersed and entangled in 
matter.} The philosophical doctrine of the im- 
mortality of the soul, widely different from the 
Christian, was connected with the belief of its 
pregxistence either through the past duration of 

• Advers. Gentes, Lib. I. p. 6. Ed. Thysii. 1651. 

f See before, pp. 17, 18. 

X TimsuB, p. 41, seqq. Pbadrus, p. 946, seqq. 
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the uniyerse, or from eternity, and of its haying 
undergone many changes of being, and re- 
appeared on earth in many different forms. 
According to Plato, the soul, being confined 
within the body, is in consequence subjected 
to the violent affections Connected with the 
senses, to desire mingled with pleasure and 
pain, and to fear and anger. Its perceptions 
are darkened, and its powers enthralled. It 
is surrounded by a world of delusion ; and all 
its true knowledge consists in the reminiscences 
of the Ideas with which it was conversant in 
a higher state of existence, reminiscences awak- 
ened by the imperfect resemblances of those 
Ideas which material things present. Plato, 
accordingly, describes it as the highest purpose 
of philosophy to loosen the connection by 
which the soul is bound and agglutinated 
within the body, to withdraw it from the 
senses, except so far as we are by necessity 
compelled to use them, to enable it to be 
alone, collected within itself, and thus to free 
it, as far as possible, from pleasures and de- 
sires, and sorrows and fears, and by the exer- 
cise of all virtue to prepare it for a return to the 
life of the gods.* 

* Timeas, p. 42, seqq., p. 69. Phndros, pp. 849, 250. Phae- 
do, p. 64, seqq., p. 72, seqq., p. 81, seqq. 
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The doctrine, that the body is the great 
source of moral evil, was common in ancient 
times. Philo, the Jewish philosopher, adopted 
on this subject the conceptions and language of 
Plato. He speaks of the body as a corpse 
which we bear about with us, as evil by nature 
and laying snares for the soul, as a sepulchre in 
which the soul is entombed, and as a prison full 
of pollution, from which it must free itself. 
Every virtue, he says, loves the soul ; every 
vice, the body ; what is in friendship with one 
is at enmity with the other. Virtues and virtu- 
ous deeds are perfect and blameless sacrifices 
which the body abhors.* 

This common sentiment of antiquity appears 
in the writings of St. Paul. " I know," he 
says, ^< that in me, that is, in my flesh, dwells 
nothing good."t He regarded those as left to 
the influences of the flesh, who were without 
the spiritual principle to be derived from Chris- 
tianity. The law in the members, says the 
Apostle, warring against the law of the mind, 
brings men into subjection to the law of sin 



* Legmn AUegorie, Lib. IQ. 0pp. I. 100, 101. De Creatione 
Principum, 11. 367. De Migratione Abrahami, I. 437. QuIb Ra- 
rom DiTinaram HaeroB, L 607. De Piofiigis, I. 548. 

f Romans vii. 18. 
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which is in the members.* There are passages 
in which his meaning is likely to be misunder- 
stood, from the ocnnparatiyely limited sense in 
which the word flesh has been metaphoricallj 
used in modern times, as denoting only the 
irregular appetites. He, on the otheft hand, 
according to the philosophy of his age, considers 
the flesh as the source of moral evil in general. 
Thus he enumerates among the works of the 
flesh, << idolatry, magical arts, enmities, quarrels, 
passion, anger, strife, divisions, parties, hatred, 
murder." t Those who have become Chris- 
tians, he says, have <<put off* this body of 
flesh." t 

The conceptions which were thus generally 
entertained have an obvious foundation in the 
nature of man. The appetites, by indulging 
in which the soid ^embodies and embrutes," 
are to be referred to our material part. The 
diseases which the flesh is heir to disorder the 
affections and temper, fill the mind with phan- 
toms of misery, disturb the judgment, and some- 
times lay waste the intellect ; and in our best 



• RomaoB vii. 23. f Gaktians ▼. 90, SI. 

I ColoBBiaoB ii. 11. — 1 ondi rmif Afioprmp (^ tht aini)fm\th 
Griesbach and others. 
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estate, ^' the comipdUe body weighs down the 
sold, and the earthly tabernacle burdens the 
mind inll of many thoughts.'' Still, the body is 
not the sepulchre, but the cradle, of the souJL 
It is a necessary condition of the present life, 
of this school of discipline and instruction 
which Diirine Wisdom has prepared for us at 
the commencement of our b^g, and in which 
o«ir powers of action, our capacities of enjoy- 
ment, and the objects around us, are so adjusted 
lo each odier as to promote the moral growtib 
of the newly formed inhabitant of the universe. 
In a philosophical view, the body is not a clog 
upon die mind ; it may rather be compared to 
the weight which gives motion to a piece d^ 
machinery ; for its wants and desires are what 
first rouse the mind to action, and gradually 
bring into exercise its highest powers and best 
affections. If we cannot call the appetites the 
germ of our virtues, yet tbey may almost be 
considered as the scmI in which our virtues take 
loot. From them sj^ing indnstry and fore- 
thought, whidi, as regards the greater part of 
men, are exercised most strenuously in supplifing 
their demands ; and they call into exercise self- 
control, the first requisite in our moral discipline. 
The relation between the sexes becomes the 
source of the most disinterested love, and of all 

▼OL. III. 8 
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the domestic charities. And it is in witnessing 
the bodily wants and sufferings of our fellow- 
creatures that compassion and benevolence are 
first awakened* 

It is remarkable that the conception of the 
evil nature of the body, though recommended 
by such authority, and though it subsequently 
had an essential influence in strengthening the 
ascetic system of morality among Christians, 
does not appear to have found much favor with 
the early fathers, any more than the doctrine of 
an evil principle in matter. Even Clement of 
Alexandria, whom we should suppose likely, as 
much as any one, to have been influenced by 
the Platonic philosophy, expressly contends that 
<< neither the soul is good, nor the body bad, by 
nature." * 

The Gnostics, adopting the common doctrine 
of their age concerning the evil nature of the 
body, were further distinguished from the cath- 
olic Christians by some of the inferences which 
they drew from it. A portion of them made it 
a ground for strict asceticism and abstinence 



• Stromat. Lib. IV. ^ 26. p. 639. Conf. Lib. ID. ^ 11. p. 546. 
^ 16. p. 559. 
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from all the pleasures of sense. Some, on the 
other hand, conformably to what has been be- 
fore stated,* are said to have found in it a 
license for criminal indulgence. They pre- 
tended that the vile body was so apart from 
the spirit, that the latter could not be contami- 
nated by the affections of the former. With 
many Gnostics it was probably not more opera- 
tive in its practical influence, than with the 
majority of other individuals by whom it was 
held. But it led them generally to the belief 
that Christ had not a proper human body of 
flesh and blood. It also caused them to deny 
" the resurrection of the body.'' The question 
concerning this subject was one of those most 
strongly contested between the Gnostics and 
the catholic Christians, however uninteresting 
the debate may appear to a philosopher of the 
present day. 

In connection with the notions of the Gnos- 
tics concerning the causes of evil, it remains to 
speak of their opinions relating to the Devil. 
But our direct and credible information on this 
subject is scanty. The conception of him as a 
personal agent does not appear to have been 



• See Vol. n. pp. 196, 1S7 ; p. 130, Mqq, 
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essential to their system. The notices sdH 
remaining which they themselves gave of their 
opinions are inconsistent with the representa- 
tions c^ the fathers. A comparison of them 
tc^tber may serve to show with what distrust 
we should regard the accounts of the fathers, 
even those of the best authority, when they are 
not dwelt upon and explained at length, or 
confirmed by their intrinsic probability, or by 
their ccmsistency with what is known of the 
system of the Gnostics, or by collateral evi- 
dence. It thus illustrates the impracticability, 
which for the most part exists, of pursuing our 
inquiries respecting the doctrines of the Gnos- 
tics upon any safe grounds, when those inquiriei 
extend beyond the great, characteristic features 
of their belief. 

Irenseus, in his account of the PtolemaM- 
Valentinian theory,* says, that, according to 
Ptolemy, the Devil was formed by the Crea- 
tor, that be was called CosmocrcUarj or the 
Ruler of the Worid, having his seat in this 
lower world, and that, being the l^ririt of Evil 
(that is, his nature being spiritnal)^ he knew 
the things above him (he was aware of the 
existence of the spiritual wcmM, the Pleroma) ; 

• S66 Vol n. p. SQ. 
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but diat tbe Creator, not being s{uritual, did 
iK)t know of their existence.* In this account 
Iremeus is followed by TertuUianf and other 
later writers. 

But the account is irreconcilable with that 
which Ptolemy himself gives of his opinions in 
his Letter to Flora. He there says : — " There 
is one onoriginated Father, from whom prop- 
erly all things are ; for the chain of being de- 
pends from him The essence of the 

Adversary is destruction and darkness; for he 
is material and multiplex. But the essence of 
the unoriginated Father of All is incorruption, 
and light itself pure and uniform. The essence 
of these two produced a certain twc^old power 
[the Creator] •{ But he is the image of the 
Better.'' 

Here we find the Devil, or the jmnciple of 
evil in the universe, described, not as spiritual 
(con£3rmably to the account of Irenseus), but as 
material, and not as produced by the Creator 
(a statement in itself sufficiently improbable), 
but as in some way contributing to his produc- 
tion ; — the idea of Ptolemy, I conceive, being, 



* Cont. Hasres. Lib. L c. 5. § 4. p. 26. 
f Adversus Valentinianos, c 32. p. 269. 
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that matter entered into the composition of the 
Creator. Ptolemy goes on to exhort Flora 
not to be troubled by the question, How, when 
there is one good Being, the principle of all 
things, whose nature it is to make all things 
like himself, these two other powers should 
exist, one whose essence is destruction, and 
the other possessing a middle nature. But, 
unfortunately, we have not his answer to this 
question. He promises to give, at some future 
time, a solution of it, grounded on the apos- 
tolic tradition which had come down to the 
Gnostics, and confirmed throughout by the teach- 
ing of the Saviour.* 

From this passage we may judge that Ptol- 
emy, adopting the conception of Plato, Plu- 
tarch, and other philosophers, respecting the 
material soul, or the animate principle of evil 
in matter, which is at war with order and sta- 
bility, regarded this principle as the Adversary, 
the Devil. Such, from all that we can learn 
concerning the subject, appears to have been 
the doctrine of the Valentinians. They divided 
men into three classes, — the spiritual, the ani- 
mal and rational,! and the earthy. The last, 
according to Heracleon, were of the same sub- 

* Epist. ad Floram, p. 361. f 02 ^x"^- 
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Stance with the Devil ; whom he was so far 
from considering as spiritual, that he denied 
him the power of will, sajing that he had only 
desires.^ The same notion of the materiality 
of the Devil appears in the Doctrina Orien- 
talis.! And, what is remarkable, Irenseus is 
as inconsistent with himself as with the Gnos- 
tic writers who have been quoted. For, im- 
mediately before the passage that has been 
adduced from him, he says that the Valen- 
tinians taught that the Devil and the evil de- 
mons had their origin from a substance which, 
according to his own account, the Valentinians 
considered as one form of matter. | 

It is probable that what thus appears to 
have been the doctrine of the Valentinians, 
namely, that the Devil was the animate prin- 
ciple of evil in matter, was also the doctrine 
of the Basilidians and the Marcionites. Of 
Mardon TertuUian says, that, <^ imputing un- 

* Apad Origen. Comment, in Joan. XX. ^ SM). 0pp. IV. 
337 - 339. 

f Doctrina Orientalis, § 48. §§ 52, 63. ^ 34. Conf. Irenspus, 
lib. I. c. 6. § 1. p. 28. 

% *E« di T^s Xwinyff — rifif y€V€truf ia^Kivai* Lib. I. c. 5. ^ 4. 
p. 26. For the meaning of cV rr^s Ximrjs see what immediately 
precedes in the same section, p. 25, and Irensus's whole account 
of the notions of the Valentinians concerning the fofmnaium of 
matter in the fourth and fiAh chapters of his first Book. 
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ofigmated, uomade, eternal eril to unorigi- 
nated, unmade, eternal matter, he has thos 
made a god of evfl." * The onlj cjpiestiiMi 
in regard to him or Basilides b, Whether they 
ascribed a personal, or an animate, existence to 
the principle of evil. This question, as &r as 
regards Marcion, would be determined in the 
affirmative, if we could trust to the accounts 
of the writers of the fourth and fifth centuries. 

What is certain in regard to the Gnostics in 
general is, that they regarded the principle of 
evil, whether animate or inanimate, as inherent 
in matter. They unquestionably did not agree 
with the catholic Christians in supposing that 
Satan and his angels had been created by the 
Supreme God as good angels, and had fallen 
through their own wickedness from their high 
estate ; — a conception with which we are fa- 
miliar through the mythology of Milton. Their 
doctrine, as we have no reason to doubt, cor- 
responded more nearly with the original Per- 
sian doctrine, which had passed, as we have 
seen, into the philosophy of their times. They 
believed the antagonist principle in the uni- 
verse to have been by nature bad and resident 
in matter. In this respect they were nearly 

* AdTBTB. Marcion. Lib. I. c. 15. p. S7S. 
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allied to the ManichcBans. But it isr to be 
added, that die Yatentiinaiis, at least, do not 
appear, like the Manichaeans, to hate consid^ 
ered this principle as having always existed 
in primitire matter; but to have regarded it 
as assnnring being and life when primitive 
matter was endued with its variouil forms at 
the creation. 

In concluding this subject of the opinioDt of 
the Gnostics concerning the immediate causes 
of evA m this world, it may be remarked, that, 
in {Mtyportion as Christianity afforded a more 
definite idea cf a benevolent anthot of afi things, 
the question of the origin of evil assmned new 
interest. It being conceded that the only 
infinite Power m the universe is purely benefit 
cent, the problem, Vi^y does evil exist ? at once 
presented itself. The thoughts of men were 
directed to the subject; and the imperfect so- 
lution of the Gnostics was but one among those 
which were formed. The catholic Christians, 
generally, did not speculate so much concern- 
ing it as the heretics, nor were they agreed 
in their theories. But in the writings of the 
more philosophical of their number, in those 
of Clement and Origen, for example, we find 
some just and noble views. They taught that 

▼OL. III. 9 
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moral evil was the necessary result of that free- 
dom of agency in created beings, without which 
they could not be subjects of praise or blame ; 
and that the evils, so called, proceeding from 
God, were disciplinary and corrective, the ad- 
monitions and chastisements of a father, the 
remedies of a physician. 

The generality of the Gnostics adopted the 
principles that have been explained. But 
concerning the immersion of spirit in matter 
the theosophic Gnostics pursued their theory 
still farther into the region of the Pleroma, and 
found its occasion in disorders which there took 
place. But their views on this subject were 
connected with their whole system of theo- 
sophic speculations, and to these we will next 
attend. 



CHAPTER VIII. 



ON THE PECULIAR SPECULATIONS OF THE THEOSOPHIC 

GNOSTICS. 



Section L 

Introductory Remarks on the Character of Ancient 

Philosophy. 

I FEEL a reluctance to proceed at oDce to 
an account of the more imaginatiTe part of the 
speculations of the Gnostics without some words 
of preparation. It would be doing them injustice 
to give a naked statement of their belief, if we 
may call it by so grave a name, without any ex- 
planation of the general character of the philos- 
ophy of that period in which it had its origin. 
A stranger from a foreign land, of which the 
manners and customs are altogether different 
from those of the country he is visiting, if 
brought among individuals unprepared for the 
peculiarities of his dress and behaviour, would 
not be more unfairly estimated, or exposed to 
more unfounded ridicule, than a speculadst of 
ancient times, whose opinions should at once 
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be confronted with the conceptions of the pres- 
ent day. It should be understood, also, that a 
modem language is often but an imperfect in- 
strument for expressing the opinions of an 
ancient theorist. What is true of poetry is true 
also of the speculations of the ancients. The 
plausibility of the latter, like the beauty of the 
former, not unfrequently depends on a nice 
adaptation of words, caUida verbarum junctura^ 
which can hardly be imitated in translation, and 
disappears in an abstract. It is often the case, 
that modern terms do not sufficiently correspond 
with tho3e of an ancient language to admit of 
their being fitted togetb^ in the same manner. 
Having, then, formerly remarked the dimdvan- 
tage to which the Gnostics are exposed from 
the circumstance that our accounts of them 
are derived principally from their opponents,* 
we will now attend to the other obstacles 
which lie in the way eH a correct apprehension 
and a just estimate of their more mystical 
doctrines, arising from the general character of 
ancient philosophy, and the difficulties attending 
its study. 

Tufi books of ancient philosophers are left 

* See Vol. U. p. SI, aeqq. 
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US* The dead letter still remains ; but it is not 
easy to reanimate it with their thoughts. The 
same words are now printed which were origi- 
inally written; but of the ideas which these 
words expressed, many have been essentially 
modified, or have^ become wholly obsolete. 
What was once a vivid conception can now be 
contemplated but dimly and imperfectly. What 
once was linked with a system of opinions, and 
recalled many associations, now finds nothing 
with which to connect itself in our minds. Our 
sphere of knowledge is greatly enlarged; a 
much stronger light falls upon it; delusions 
have disappeared ; many objects, which were 
partially seen and misapprehended, are now 
cleariy discerned, and many present themselves 
under new aspects and relations. We may 
trandate into our own language the words used 
by ancient philosophers ; but our modem terms 
are often far from suggesting to our minds the 
eonceptions which those words once conveyed. 
In the progress of time, many ideas have been 
decomposed, and many have entered into new 
combinations, fbrmmg new aggregates. Every 
thing changeable in our minds, all but the 
essential principles of human nature, has been 
more or less changed. To find in an ancient 
author a strain of sentiment with which our 
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own feelings fully accord, a series of thoughts 
which appears to us altogether true, or rea- 
soning which brings conviction to our own 
minds, is like hearing our native tongue in a 
strange land. 

The speculations of the ancients were seldom 
such as, being addressed to the common reason 
of men and founded in universal truth, and 
therefore expressed in its ever intelligiUe lan- 
guage, require, throughout all ages, only a 
similar apprehension of truth in order to be 
understood. The difference between the in- 
tellectual character of men in ancient and in 
modern times may be felt at once ; but long- 
continued attention is required to comprehend, 
as far as may be, the extent and nature of 
the particulars which it embraces. We are 
continually liable to be deceived by apparent 
correspondences of language ; and as great 
mistakes are in consequence sometimes com- 
mitted in the study of their philosophy, as 
if, on account of the identity of name, we 
were to imagine that the consuls of Rome re- 
sembled in power and office the consuls of mod- 
ern commercial nations. 

Language is a fiill and ready means of com- 
munication only between those whose minds 
have been formed under similar influences, 
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whose ideas have been moulded after the same 
fashion, and whose associations run in similar 
channels. Such correspondence of thought and 
feeling is required, not merely that the terms 
used may be understood in the same sense, but 
also that the mind of the reader may be able 
to fiimish at once those connecting and acces- 
sory ideas, that perpetual commentary on the 
words employed, which is necessary to supply 
the many breaks and deficiencies of expression 
that have their origm in the unavoidable imper- 
fection of language. In order to receive from 
the words of an ancient writer the meaning 
and impression which they were once adapt- 
ed to convey, we must often arrange our 
thoughts in new combinations, form new con- 
ceptions, and refashion others, regard subjects 
under an aspect foreign from that to which we 
are accustomed, and restore associations that have 
long been obsolete. We must forget our present 
knowledge and belief; and place ourselves in 
the midst of the imperfect information and the 
erroneous views by which he was surrounded. 
If this be not done, we may substitute for his 
speculations an incongruous sort of modem- 
antique doctrine; and may praise or censure 
him, equally without reason, for the supposititious 
ojnnions we have ascribed to him. Two writ- 
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ers of opposite belief may each fancj tbst he 
finds his own pbiiosophj m an ancient author, 
and both may be equally in error, for both may 
have committed the anachronism of supposing 
Inm to have reference to ccmceptioES whieh 
did not exist tffi long after Us day. Some 
modem accounts of ancient doctrines resem* 
ble the descriptions that baive been giren, or 
have been feigned to be given, of European 
manners and customs by natives of the East. 
They are travellers' wonders. We may find 
in them verba) truth and essential error. The 
ideas of the ancient writer may be so disguised 
as hardly to be recognized, by being divested 
of their native dress, dothed in new words, 
and presented apart firom all their usual as^ 
sociations. We find partial views, nnsappre- 
hen^ns, an inability to estimate what is per- 
ceived according to its relative importance^ and, 
in consequence of all, false inferemceSy which, 
if the expositor have a theory to maintain, or 
fancy that he has a talent for disquisition, 
^ead their cloudy or dazzling disccdoration 
over the whole subject. 

In studying the speculations of the aneientB, 
we are, then, as far as possible, to keep their 
conceptions steadily before our minds, to refer 
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their laBgnage directlj to those conceptioiis, 
auid not to interpret it to ourseli^M thnmgh the 
iU-s^apted mecfiiiiD of modem opinions aild a 
modem tongae. But the earnest and mirelaxed 
attention which is dnis required is^ in itself, 
not altogether £siyorable to our attaining a 
right apprehension ctf the subject of our study. 
This arises fit>m the character of ancient (dii- 
losophy. The difficulty of the task leads us to 
examine too closely and intendy theories not 
of a nature to be submitted to such critical 
sorutiny. We fix our eyes too steadily upon 
speculations adapted only for a general a»d 
cursoiy view. We expect from the author a 
grave feeling of the responsibility of the dis- 
cussion, corresponding to the gravity of tbe 
task imposed upon onrselves ; and we are like- 
ly to become far more earnest than be wik» to 
determine precisdy his meaning, and reconcile 
his opinions, and^ perhaps, his metapiiors, with 
each other. 

Reasoning npon the higher and more im- 
portant sublets of thought was a far less 
serioos thing with the ancient heathen pbi- 
losc^ers than it is at the present day. The 
whole region of knowledge that Mes beyond 
the spheres of the senses was invdveA in obsen- 
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ritj and doubt. No great truths generally ac- 
knowledged Mrved as landmarks to guide the 
explorer. The higher philosophy, therefore, of 
the ancient heathens, comprehending all that 
relates to their theology, consisted, in great part, 
of conjectures and doubtful hypotheses. Una- 
ble to find ailments to satisfy the understand- 
ing, they addressed themselves to the imagina- 
tion. Proof of any theory could not be fur- 
nished. Uncertainty was on every side. The 
voice of Revelation was as yet unheard ; and 
the assurance which we derive from it of the 
fundamental truths of religion was unknown. 
In this absence of any decided belief, tnen were 
neither accustomed to reason strictly themselves, 
nor to demand strict reasoning from others. 
What was plausible passed current, and became 
a substitute for truth. 

In the famous dialogue in which Plato gives 
an account of the creation and constitution of 
the universe, he represents Timseus, to whom 
he assigns the explanation of those subjects, as 
thus speaking : — << Since much has been said 
by many concerning the gods and the production 
of the universe, you will not wonder if my 
account of these things should not be fitted in 
all respects to bear the strictest examination, 
and command universal assent. But, if I pro- 
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duce one not less probable than any other, it is 
to be received with favor ; for you must remem- 
ber that he who speaks and you who judge 
are Imt men ; so that if you receive from me a 
probable mythosj it will be well to seek no 
farther."* A probable mythos^ or, in other 
WOTds, an imaginary representation, supposed to 
have a semblance of the truth, was often all 
that was aimed at by the ancients in similar 
speculations. As such only, some of the more 
sober Gnostics may have regarded their theories 
concerning the spiritual world. It might be 
weU, perhaps, especially in treating of the spec- 
ulations of the ancients, to adopt the term my- 
ikas into our own language in one of its ancient 
senses, as denoting an imaginary account of 
unknown things or events, not supposed to be 
true in its details, but intended to affect the 
mind in the same manner as the trutLf In 
modem philosophy this kind of writing is not 
common ; but there is an example of it by the 
celebrated author of " The Light of Nature 



• 'HmeiiB, p. 29. 

t The modeniized term myth (English), or mythe (French and 
German), has been lately introduced ; but it has been used so 
vaguely as to be rather a disadvantage than a gain, as regards pre- 
cision of language. 
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Pureued," in "The Visioiii'' io whioh be de- 
scribes the iuture life. 

The art cf reasooing, more slow m its prog* 
ress than any other^ was very iraperfeetly im- 
deratood by the ancients. la every branch of 
philosophy^ not less than in the physical sci- 
ences) they committed the mistake of founding 
their hypotheses on preconceptioas and oot on 
^ts. As regards the physical sciences, their 
imaginary aid fab^ speculations are now only 
a matter of history. But they were fyix more 
exposed to erroi in treating of objects beyond 
the sphere of the senses, than in explnining 
the phenomena of the material world. Wben» 
with our very d^lBferent and move correct modes 
of thinkingi we now study theiff theories^ it 
is like fteely examining in the daytimn a spec- 
t^le adapted to be viewed only at a distance 
by artificial light. To explain tibe appearan- 
ces observed by themi instead of investigat- 
ing the laws of matter and mind, and the re- 
lations of existing things to each other, they 
passed beyond the bounds of human knowl- 
edge, and supposed the operation of agen- 
cies, beings, and qualities, of the existence 
of which no proof had been or could be pro- 
duced. 
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Thus, to expbm the origin of tiie world, 
the £piciireaii8 fancied an infinity of atoms 
for ever faUing through void space, with a 
slight inclination towards each other, and for 
ever forming numberless combinatioas, of which 
this universe was one* To acooont for the 
changes in the qusdities of material objects, 
Plato taught, that, firom eternity, diese qual- 
ities had possessed existence as Ideas, and that 
they scunetimes were connected with and some- 
times separated firom the same portion of prim- 
itive matter ; the disappearance of one ktea, 
or quality, being followed by the access of 
aaotber. The existence of evil was, as we 
have seem explained by the sappoeition of an 
evil nature inherent in eternal, uncreated mat- 
ter, the necessary sobstratum of the visible 
universe. In the common intercourse of life: 
every one may meet with undisciplined think- 
ers, of active ramds, who are accnstemed to 
firame theories after the same fashion. As 1 
have said, their defect is, that they assume 
the operation of causes, or laws, of the ex- 
istence of wUck diere is neither proof nor 
probabUity; and it may be added, that this 
assumption is often ooonected witk mistakes; 
in legavd lo the chaiacter of ihe' pbesomeaa 
to be expkuned. 
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Even in modern times this sort of reasoning, 
after having been partially, at least, driven from 
the physical sciences, has maintained its ground 
in the higher departments of philosophy. We 
have examples of it in the monads and preis- 
tablished harmony of Leibnitz ; in the neces- 
sary scale of being from Infinite to man^ from 
man to nothings which BdUngbroke imposed on 
the good sense of Pope ; in Hartley's theory of 
vibrationsj and the conversion of vibratiuncles 
into complex and abstract ideas ; in Priestley's 
doctrine of the materiality of the soul, con- 
nected by him with the position that matter 
has no other properties than those of attraction, 
repulsion, and extension ; in the speculations 
of Darwin in his Zoonomia; and throughout 
the writings of the modem German metaphy- 
sicians. 

When such conjectural hypotheses find fa- 
vor, they will be multiplied abundantly; for 
they are of easy construction. They require 
no patient investigation of facts, no analysis 
nor induction. Nor, as they involve conceptions 
beyond the sphere of experience, do they admit 
of those precise definitions of thought which 
are incompatible with error, and which only a 
superior intellect can combine into new forms 
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of troth. The theorist passes at once from the 
world of reality into the world of imagination, 
the transcendental world, where he may fab- 
ricate and put together his materials at pleas- 
ure. YiThatever phenomena present themselves, 
if he have sufficient ingenuity, he needs to be 
at no loss for an explanation. As in the Ptol- 
emaic system of the world, with its centrics 
and excentricsy cycles and epicyclesy orb in orh^ 
he may by new additions always contrive to 
keep his hypothesis in repair, till it falls to 
pieces at the shock of truth. We are apt, in- • 
deed, through a natural mistake, to infer from 
the difficulty that we may find in understand- 
ing such speculations that they are difficult of 
fobrication. If we suffer ourselves to be de- 
ceived by the pretensions of a writer, we may 
fancy that he thinks profoundly, when he is only 
so indistinct, confused, and illogical, that we 
cannot fathom Ins meaning. But troth is al- 
ways clear. Good sense is alwayff intelligiUe. 
Obscurity is the birthplace and the lurking- 
hole of error. We can make no progress in 
the investigation of truth, if our ideas are vague 
and un£[mned. We might as well attempt to 
determine the phenomena of the heavenly bod- 
ies by observations taken in a mist. The first 
requisite in a philosopher is, that he apprehend 
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his own meaniiig; aad if he do so, he can 
hardly fail to aoake his meaning understood. 
Other things being equal, a writer deserves to 
be read in proportion as he k intelligible ; that 
18, in proportion as his ideas are definite, clear, 
and rightly disposed in their relations to each 
other. 

If obscurity were an mdication of wisdom, 
the theosophic Gnostics might be reckoned 
among the wisest of thinkers. We need not 
doubt, however, that there were many among 
them who fancied that they understood the 
speculations of their schod. They whose minds 
are confiised, and who are unaccustomed to 
look for a precise meaning in virords, often read- 
ily believe that they comprehend what is unin- 
telligible. Wanting sagacity to discern the in- 
definiteness or the inconsistency of ideas, they 
are satisfied with words that present a sem- 
blance of meaning. At the same time, as was 
the ease willi the Gnostics, their vamty may be 
flattered by the thought that they can under- 
stand what wiser men cannot ; and they may, 
in consequence, admire the writer who afibrds 
them this gratification. In the incantadoos of 
former times, barbarous and unmeaning wordi 
were used to compel the spirits evened ; and the 
history of our race, and our own observation, 
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Hiaj attest the magical power of nonsense ovei 
the spirits of mejt. 

In proportion as we think inaccurately and 
reason illogicallj, in proportion as we neglect 
to define our conceptions, and trace oat their 
relations^ and discover their mutual bearings, 
so will oor noticms both concerning different 
subjects, and concerning the same subject as 
yiewed in various connections^ be irreconcilable 
with one another. It is, I conceive, impossible, 
and if possible, it must be the labor of severe 
and long-contimied thought, to detect all the 
inconsistencies of our ideas, and reduce all our 
o|nnions to a uniform system of belief. It is 
a task which the ancient philosophers did not 
attempt to perfonn. Their metaphysical specu- 
lations had more aUiance with poetry than with 
reasoning. Often the conceptions pr^ented by 
them were adapted to the purpose in view, with 
litde regard to those which they might else- 
where express. Hence much unprofitable labor 
has been spent in endeavouring to bend their 
language to such a meaning, that the different 
doctrines of the same individual, or the same 
sect,, may not appear altogether incongruous 
with one another. Some of their modem ex- 
positois have been far more concemeil tbaii 

▼OL. III. l\ 
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they were, to render their philosophy consis- 
tent with itself. When such an account is 
given of the general system of opinions of an 
ancient theorist, as puts them in competition 
with those of a true philosopher ; or when such 
an account is given, that we do not at once 
perceive great oversights and deficiencies, this 
very circumstance affords reason to distrust its 
correctness. There is ground to suspect that 
the doctrines of the ancient theorist have been 
refashioned by his modern expositor. It is often 
much easier to fabricate a scheme of opinions 
to which the language of an ancient writer ap- 
proximates, or to which many of his expres- 
sions may be conformed, — an imaginary theory, 
which he did not hold, but which, if he had 
thought consistently, he might perhaps have 
held, — than to determine and explain the real 
state of his conceptions at different times, and 
the varying senses of the same words as em- 
ployed by him in different connections. 

Truth, in respect to the higher otjects of 
thought, was of much less importance in ancient 
times than in our own. It was of less impor- 
tance, because, even if attained, it could have 
little influence on the generality of men. The 
free use of books being confined to compara- 
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tivelj a very small number, and all other means 
of communicating the opinions and sentiments 
of enlightened men being scanty and imperfect, 
it could not be widely promulgated ; and so far 
as it was promulgated, it must appeal to argu- 
ments that but few would understand, and urge 
considerations that but few would feel. The 
express authority of revelation alone affords a 
firm and sufficient basis for those truths which 
most concern human happiness and virtue « The 
most excellent speculations of ancient philoso- 
phers, though they tended without doubt to give 
a higher elevation to a few superior minds, — 
who, through a very natural, but very great mis- 
take, may now appear to us as the representa- 
tives of the ancient world, — yet affected in no 
considerable degree the moral condition of the 
generality of men. Truth, therefore, being pur- 
sued with little view to any practical result, was 
not sought for intently, nor vdth strong interest. 
No ancient philosopher appears to have thought 
more like a wise and good man of modern times 
than Cicero ; and in some of his writings there 
is a moral grandeur and power that no modern 
eloquence has surpassed. In his work " Con- 
cerning the Nature of the Gods," " that most 
difficult," he says, ^^and most obscure question," 
he begins with stating its importance in the 
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Strong language of a religious philosopher. 
" W^e piety toward the gods done away, I 
do not kjQow," he says^ <^ but that mutual trusti 
and all that binds men together in society, and 
that regard to the rights of others, which stands 
alone as the most excellent of virtues, would 
also come to an end." Yet he concludes this 
work with stating, in the person of Cotta, the 
objections to any divine providence, urged by 
the disciples of the New Academy, and leaves 
them not merely unanswered, but without at- 
tempting to weaken their foroe, except by a 
declaration that he diought the opposite ojnnion 
modre probable. They were such oljections, we 
may suppose, as had pressed upon Ins own mind, 
though without overthiovnng his religious fiuth ; 
and such a statement of them, even coming 
from him, was not likely, as he knew, to produce 
any perceptiUe effect on the popular belief. 

The loose reasoning of the ancients pro- 
ceeded in great part irom the want of clear 
conceptions; and consequently the signification 
of the language employed in it was fluctuating 
and indeterminate. Many of the principal 
terms in ancient philosophy have but a dim 
and uncertain meaning. The conception meant 
to be expressed by a particular name embraces 
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perhaps incongnious ideas, of which the attea- 
tioA, as it is differently directed, is now fixed 
upon one, and then upon another. As in the 
mechanical arts, the tools of the workman be- 
come more finished, and are better adaj^ed to 
their purpose, in proportion to the progress of 
those artSt so it is, in the art of reasoning, with 
words, the tools of the logician. They become 
more clear and definite in their signification as 
men think and reason more distinctly and accu- 
rately. But in proportion as any period, or any 
school, is characterized by loose reasoning and 
cloudy and uncertain language, we may expect 
to find it distinguished also by the number of 
its philosophical theories, and the fancied subtil- 
ty and suUimity of its speculations. The £og 
that is spread around changes the appearance ol 
familiar olgects; it magnifies their fiarms, and 
blends with them its own unsubstantial shapes. 
The whole aspect of nature is different from 
that presented ia a clear light; and he who 
describes, as really existing, what he has fancied 
himself to behold under this delusion, may be 
unintelligible to ppe who sees things as they are. 
In some (^ the works of the mystical metaphy- 
sicians of the present day, we may find as strik- 
ing examples as any which antiquity afiRmIs, of 
general terms, floating loosely through a wide 
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imperfect modes of expression, by which noth- 
ing was clearly explained, came to be consid- 
ered as the appropriate dialect of philosophy. 
Thus a great fault was regarded as a badge of 
intellectual eminence. Obscurity was thought 
to be characteristic of profoundness. The inca- 
pacity which could not attain to clear ideas 
wrapped itself in d^k robes, and spoke oracles 
in paradoxes and ambiguous language. 

The causes which produced this state of 
things have continued to operate, more or less, 
through the whole progress of philosophy. The 
alchemists and astrologers of former times used 
a peculiar gergOy or cant language, intelligible 
only to themselves ; and other professors of 
false philosophy have, like them, sought to dis- 
tinguish themselves from the generality by pe- 
culiar modes of speech, and the misuse of lan- 
guage. During the age of the Gnostics, those 
conceptions which have led to the affectation 
of obscurity were in full strength. We find 
them expressed and defended by Clement of 
Alexandria; and a few sentences from that 
eminent father may cast some further light on 
the subject. 

" All those," he says, " who have theologized, 
both Barbarians and Greeks, have concealed 
the principles of things ; and have delivered 
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acquired with so much labor, nor to expound 
the mysteries of the Logos [of Wisdom] to the 
profome. It is related that Hipparchus, the 
Pythagorean, being charged with explaining 
cleariy in his writings the doctrines of Pythag* 
oras, was expelled iiom the school, and that a 
mcmnmadtal piUar was erected to him as if he 
had been dead«" * 

Clement has much more to the same effect 
in the fifth book of his ^romata^f In support 
of his doctrine he refers to many real or sup- 
posed examples and authorities. Clement him- 
self, howerer, is not distinguished, as a writer, 
for studied obscurity, nor did his doctrine jmh 
vail among catholic Christians* But, in the 
passages quoted from him, he is to be consid- 
ered as the representative of a class, and as 
expressing opinions common in his age* 

In treating of this subject in the fifth bocA 
of his Stromata, it seems evident that the 
hidden wisdom whidi he principally had in 
mind consisted in speculations relating to the 
nature of the Divinity, ^'the sacred mystic 
ifoctrnie," as he expresses it, <^ concerning the 



• Stromat V. § 9. pp. 679, 680. 

t Pp. 656 - 694. 
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Unoriginated and his Powers.''* It was the 
subject about which the theosophic Gnostics 
especially exercised their imaginations. Clem- 
ent introduces the ancient doctrine respecting 
obscurity in various other places, and particu- 
larly dwells upon it again in the sixth book 
of his Stromata^t Elsewhere, after maintain- 
ing a common notion of the fathers, that the 
heathen philosophers borrowed much from the 
Jewish Scriptures, he represents them as imi- 
tating from those Scriptures " the hidden char- 
acter of the barbaric [the Jewish] philosophy, 
its symbolical and enigmatical form, which is 
nost useful, or rather most necessary, to a 
knowledge of the truth." t 

It is easy to understand what must have been 
the consequences of such an opinion of the 
excellence of obscurity. He who does not 
study clearness in the use of words cannot 
think clearly ; for, as regards all abstract sub- 
jects, words are not merely the means by which 
we express ourselves, they are also the means 
by which we think. We can no more reason 
on such subjects with a confused notion of their 

• Stromal. V. p. 694. Conf. pp. 685, 686 ; 680, 690 ; 692, 
seqq. Stromat. VII. p. 838. 
t Pp. 798 - 817. 
i Stromal, V. ^ 1. p. 489. 



GENUINENESS OF THE GOSPELS. 91 

significance^ than we can pursue an investiga- 
tion in the higher branches of mathematics with 
a confused notion of the significance of the 
symbols to be employed. But when obscurity 
becomes a sulject of praise, or when the great 
mistake is made of supposing it not to be the 
natural result of incapacity, but to be in some 
way connected with superiority of mind, there 
will be many pretended teachers of wisdom, 
who will pour forth their imperfect and inco- 
herent ideas, leaving it to their admirers to find 
or to imagine a meaning. 

The preceding remarks may prepare us for 
the speculations of the theosophic Gnostics con- 
cerning the origin of spiritual beings, and of 
the material universe. But a single example 
firom an ancient writer will serve to illustrate 
what has been said, and to give a more distinct 
view of ancient philosophy. I virill produce 
one firom Plato, " that wisest man of Greece,'' 
says Cicero, ^^ far excelling all others in knowl- 
edge." It is the account which he gives in his 
Timaeus of the formation of the Soul of the 
Universe ; * a famous passage, about which much 
was written in ancient times. The sulject, it 

* TmuBOB, pp. 85, 36. 
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will be perceived, has an analogy to that of the 
speculations of the Gnostics. 

"The Divinity,'^ says Plato, "compoonded 
the Soul of the Universe of the following ma* 
terials in the following manner. Of that sob* 
stance which is undivided and always the same 
[the substance of things intelligible *], and of 
that which becomes divided in the formation 
of bodies [primitive matter f], he compounded 
a third kind of substance [matter indued with 
qualities |], intermediate between both, par* 
taking of the nature both of the Uniform and 
the Different;^ and accordingly placed it in 



* ** Of things inteUigibU '* ; that is, of sneh as oan be disoenn 
ed hj the intslket alone ; the opposite of things SfnstMt. Yid. 
Timsns, pp. 27-29 ; p. 48 ; pp. 51, 52. Phedo, p. 78, seqq. 
Sophista, p. 248. Politicus, p. 269. 

t '* Primitive matter '* ; that is, matter supposed to exist with- 
out qualities, as the mere substratum or recipient of qualities. 
Yid. Timeus, pp. 48 - 51. See Additional Note, A. 

X What is meant by the third kind of substance is to be in- 
ferred from a doctrine fhndamental in PUto^s philosophy, that 
the union oi things intelligible, that is, of Ideas, with primitive 
matter produces the forms of matter perceptible by the senses. 
It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to observe, that the word '< sub- 
stance '* {oiata) as used above must be taken in its widest aocep- 
tation, ss denoting ** whatever exists, not as the aooident of any 
thing else.'* 

^ Tfjt re ra^rov ^vo-cwr aS irtpl Ka\ rrjt Bartpovj '* of the nature 
both of the Uniform and the D^fntnL'' The words raM and 
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die midst) between that which b without parts 
and that \diich is divided in bodies. Then 
taking these three, he mingled them together, 
so that the whole had one new form; forcing 
the nature of the Different^ which was hard to 
be blended, into connection with the Untform^ 
and mixing them with the third kind of sub- 
stance,^ so as of the three to form one. Then 



dSrwpop have eommonly been rendered Tdem and Dnfersum^ ** the 
Same " and <* the fivene " or " Different " ; bat this renderiiig 
conveys no clear ideas. It is evident that by those terms are re- 
spectively meant the two substances first mentioned ; bat I think 
DO satisfactory explanation has been given, either in ancient or 
modem times, of the sense in which they are applied to those 
sabstances. But by ** the substance which is always the same " 
(a description which, with a little variation of phrase, repeatedly 
oocnrs in Plato, as in << The Sophist," p. 948, and << The States- 
man,'* p. 969) is evidently meant by him the substaaoe which is 
always the same with itself, that is, which is always *' uniform." 
By Oartpop may, then, be meant the substance which is '* different " 
from that which is always uniform, or " the other " of the only 
two original kinds of substance. However this may be, the 
names I have used, '< the Uniform " and *' the Difierent," suffi- 
ciently express the nature of the substances intended. Plato, 
here as elsewhere, evidently afieots obscurity. — I do not perceive 
that any light is thrown on his use of the terms in this passage by 
his discussioii in ** The Sophist " (p. 964, seqq.) concerning '* t6 
Tf noMr sal ^cirfpor," the terms being there used to denote " the 
Same " and ** the Different," considered as two of the most uni- 
versal LUas, If I mistake not, a eompaiison of the use of the 
terms in the passage just referred to with their use in the Ti- 
uMBus only serves to show the confusion that existed in the philo- 
sophical conceptions and language of Plato. 
* " Blixing them vdth Ike third kind of substance " ; verbaUy, 
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quitertian, and sesquioctave intervals* being 
produced by these connecting links between the 
intervals first mentioned, he filled up all the 
sesquitertian intervals with intervals of a sesqui- 
octave ; leaving a portion of each sesquitertian 



6 by one thiid of 6, and 13 exceeds 8 by one third of 13. The 
second proportion, it will be perceived, is arithmetical. The in- 
tervals to be fiUed correspond to those of the numbers mentioned 
in the last note. The doable intervals are those in the series, 
1.3. 4. 8. The triple are those in the series, I. 3. 9. 37. By 
supplying means in harmonic proportion for the double intervals 
we have the series, 

1. \i. 2. 2f. 4. 5^. 8. 
The arithmetical means of the double intervals will be as fol- 
lows : — 

1. If 2. 3. 4. 6. 8. 
The harmonic means of the triple intervals will stand thus : — 

1. If 8. 4J. 9. 13^. 27. 
The arithmetical, thus : — 

1. 2. 8. 6. 9. 18. 27. 
Then inserting both the harmonic and arithmetical means, the 
series of double intervals will be thus supplied : — 

1. If 1^. 2. 2|. 3. 4. 5^. 6. 8. 
The series of triple intervals, thus : — 

1. If 2. 8. 4^. 6. 9. 13^. 18. 27. 
* " Sesquialter " denotes the ratio of 1 j- to I. A sesquialter 
interval is one of which the greater extreme exceeds the less in 
this ratio. By '^ sesquitertian " is here meant the ratio of 1^ 
to 1 ; and by *' sesquioctave " that of ij- to 1. The use of the 
terms '' sesquitertian " and *^ sesquioctave " in these senses is 
borrowed from the use of the corresponding Latin terms by Cio- 
ero in his translation of the passage of Plato, which is to be found 
among his Fragments. 



96 ETIPENCBS OF THE 

bouoded bj fimits which have to each other 
the relation of the numbers 266 and 243,* 



iWVW^ 



* Tlie aeeqaitBrtiaa iitervals are ikucmt m the twe senfls kit 
giTen which interreae between the following numbers : — 

1 and 1^. l^ and 2. 2 and 2§. 3 and 4. 4 and 5^. 
4} and 6. 6 and 8. 13^ and 18. 
These are aeYarally to be aappyed with aeaqwoctave inteivala, 
thua:^ 

1. H. 1«. li. If m. liil- 2. 

2. 2j^. 2i}. ^. 3 3f. 3|^. 4. 
and 80 on. 

But when the aeeqnitertiaii intervale are tliiia filled, a portioB of 
each is left between the last sesquioctave and the greater extrenke, 
and the greater extreme has to the sesquioctaye the ratio of 256 
to 343. Thus 1^ is to 111 as 256 to S43. 

What, then, was the purpose of Plato in giving all these nun- 
hers and proportions ! The answer is, that these aumbeis, thus 
proportioDed to each other, aie expressive of nuDowal inlemls, or, 
in other words, they are what are called musical nvmbers. This 
will appear clearly by multiplying them severally by 768, so as to 
avoid the fractions, as in the following table : — 

768 864 972 1024 1152 1296 1458 
22i2iJ2|33|8H4. 
1536 1728 1944 2048 2804 2592 2916 8072. 

and so ob. 

The wimbers piodaeed by this muitiplioation may be found in 
the Table of Musical Nnndiers in Rees's CjtAojpmdm (Artide 
Afiisic), as far as to 2048 ; aad the higher Bumbers, and those to 
be produced by a further multiplication, ouy be obtaiaed by the 
rule there given. 

It waa reported of Pythagoras, maay centunas afier his death, 
that he first discovered ^e ratios of the musical intervals, in his 
investigations respecting the sounds produeed 1^ the heavenly 
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Tho8 the mixture froin which he divided these 
portions was whoOj used up* Then cutting the 

bodies in their motioofl. Aocardung to Maooliias (la SomDiiim 
Sdpionis, Lib. 11. e. 1), he found that no mnsieal notes were in 
ooncord, onlesB the higher had to the lower one of the fdlowing 
ratios: sesqoitertian, sesquialter, double, triple, quadruple, and 
sesquiootare. These, with the ratio of 943 to S56, are the rda- 
tions between the numbers of Plato. 

The ratio of 243 to 256 expresses that of the ancient musical 
hmma, of which Macrobius (vbi supra) says, — *' The ancients 
have named a sound minor than a tone, a semitone ; which, it is 
found, differs as little from a tone as the numbers 343 and 266 horn 
each other This Plato calls a Itnuna." 

The conception, then, which is the nucleus of Plato's whole 
system of numbers, is simply, that the soul of the uniTcrse was 
Ibvmed according to the laws of harmony. This is the solution 
of his riddle. He mi^t hare acknowledged Dryden as his ex- 
pocitcHr: — 

** From harmony, from heayenly harmony, 
This uniyersal frame began ; 
From harmony to harmony. 
Through all the compass of the notes, it ran." 

' " More obscure than the numbers of Plato," or '' More obscure 
than the Tiumbus of Plato," (the true reading is doubtful,) is an 
expression of Cicero in one of his letters to Atticus. Tennemann, 
howerer, says, in his " Sjrstem of the Platonic Philosophy " (in 
German, Vol. III. p. 179, note), that, '* howerer obsoore and enig- 
matic these Platonic numbers haye been represented in ancient 
and modem times, yet in reality they are not so. Through an 
accurate acquaintance with the theory of the Pythagoream eon- 
eermng numbers^ and the astronomieal knowledge of the timei of 
Plato ^ they might be explained, if it were worth the trouble." 
The remark is characteristic. 
It is probable, that, in deaoribiag the formation of the Soul of 

TOL. III. 13 
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compoation through lengthwise into two parts, 
he adjusted the middle of one part to that of 



the UniTerae aoooidiog to the laws of harmony, Plato had in mind 
the PjTthagorean doctrine of the harmony produced by the hear- 
enly bodies in their rerolntions ; — ille tmUus et tarn dulds somu^ 
which Scipio heard in his '* Dream," 

« 

*' * When ' nature thundered in his opening ears, 
And ' charmed ' him with the music of the spheres." 

But Plato himself does not attempt to explain how this muuc of 
the heavenly bodies might be produced by the structure of the 
Mundane Soul; nor does he indicate any relation between the 
two conceptions. By later writers (Chalcidius in Timeumi 
p. 313. Ed. Fabricii ; Macrobius in Sonmium Scipioms, Lib. II. 
capp. 1-3) such a relation was conceiyed of as existing. — It 
was imagined that musical sounds were produced by the impulse 
of the heayenly bodies upon the medium through which they 
moved (Macrobius says '* the air"), and that these sounds were 
hannonious, because the distances of those bodies from each other 
corresponded to musical intervals. Eratosthenes, in the second 
century before Christ, attempted scientificaUy to measure the 
earth. He determined its circumference to be 31,500 Roman 
miles (the Roman mile is to the English as 967 to 1056). Cen- 
sorinus (De Die Natali, c. 13), carrying back this knowledge to 
the time of Pythagoras, says that Pythagoras taught that the 
distance of the moon from the earth was half the circumference 
of the earth, or 15,750 Roman miles, which (for some unexplained 
reason) he considered as corresponding to the interval of a tone ; 
that Mercury was a semitone, or 7,875 miles distant from the 
Moon ; Venus the same distance from Mercury ; the Sun two 
tones and a semitone, or 23,625 miles from Venus, and so on ; 
making, in the whole, the distance of the orb of the fixed stan 
from the earth to be 94,500 Roman miles. According to Macro- 
bius, the Platonists, proceeding on the same principle of a refer- 
ence to musical intervals, computed the distances of the heavenly 
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the Other in the form of the letter X, and, 
bending each round into a circle, he fitted them 
together, and to each other, opposite to the 
[dace where they were first put together, and 
gave them a revolving motion always uniform 
through the same space. And he made one 
of the circles exterior and the other interior. 
The exterior motion he appointed to be of 
the uniform nature, the interior of the different. 
That of the Uniform he carried round laterally 
to the right ; that of the Different^ diameter- 
wise to the left.* The superior power he gave 

bodies differently, but not more correctly. — Thus a theory was 
formed to explain an imaginary effect by imaginary causes, be- 
tween which causes and the effect no intelligiUe relation could 
be traced. 

* Plato oonceiyed of the outer circle of the Mundane Soul as 
causing the daily revolution of the heayens from east to west, and 
of the inner circle, divided into seven parts (to be immediately 
mentioned above), as causing the revolution of the Sun, Moon, 
and planets, from west to east. In calling the west the right, and 
the east the left, he used a mode of speaking, the correctness of 
which Aristotle (De Ccelo, Lib. II. c. 9) says was asserted by 
ike Pythagoreans ; and though Aristotle argues strenuously for 
an opposite use of the terms, it seems subsequently to have been 
common in treating of the heavens. See Philo de Cherubim. 
Opp. I. 149. Plinii Hist. Nat. lib. II. 6. 4. 

Plato sa3rs that the outer circle was carried round Korii wKtvp6p, 
leteraOy, the inner kot^ Mfurpw, which I have ventured to ren- 
der diameter-wise. Apparently, what he intended by these indefi- 
nite words may be thus explained. He conceived of the inner 
circle of the soul (answering in its position to the Zodiac) as re- 
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to the periphery of the mttfarm and iiomo* 
geneoos nature. This he left undivided; but 
the interior he divided into seven unequal cir* 
cks, acccmling to the several divimns of the 
double and triple intervals,* there being three 
intervals of each kind. And he appointed the 
circles to move contrariwise to each oth^, 
but three with equal velocity; the other four 
with ydocities different fix>m each other and 



Tolving in the plane of its diameters ; that is, as he terms it, icor^ 
dtofMrpov, diameter-wise ; hut the outer circle, whidi, in his view, 
carried roand the heafenly hodiee, through eterj pert of heareo, 
in their daily rcTohition, he oonoeiyed of as not reyolTing in tht 
plane of its diaoieteiSi hut as turning on ao axis (the ajcis of the 
heaTBns) passing firom north to south through its opposite ndes ; 
that is, according to his expression, as carried round icor^ irXfvfd(r, 
kienOly, 

Stallbaum, in his late elabonte edition of the Timmis, quotes 
a passage from Produs, who, he says, '* Tery dearly explains " 
the terms just URMUiTked upon ** firom the geometrical method of 
philosophizing ef the ancient Pythagoreans and Platonists." But 
to my apprehension the pretended explanation of Prodms is only 
so hi intdligihle, as to diow that he had in mind aene eoDceptkm 
equally incoherent and irreleFant. Whalerer meaning is to he 
discerned in the passage quoted from him eoasista, lo all q>pear- 
ance, of imaginatioas of his own ; and I do not know on what 
ground the imaginations of Produs, eight eentniies after the time 
of Plato, aie to be attributed to that philosopher. The later Pla- 
toaists afford endeace for nothing conceiaing the philosophy ef 
Plato but their own conceptions of it. 

* The double and triple intervals ace the six befose aeatioBed. 
See p. 94» nete f . 
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bom that of the three, bat revolying according 
to rule** 



* The mwea. ■ectioiiB of tbe inaer ciide of the Mimdftiie Soal 
aie the aerea oibt which Plato conoehred of m oanyiiif the heav- 
enly bodies of owr syateiA Toand the earth from west to east. 
The diataaeee of those bodies from the earth he supposed to be in 
the flawing <mler:^The Moon, the Son, Veons, Meronry, 
Mara» Jmpiter, and Saturn ; unless, perhaps, he thought Meicury 
aeaier the earth than Venus ; a point oo whidi the opinions of 
the ancients were divided. The inner oirele of the Soul Plato 
has hithorto represented as a band. How he imagined it to be so 
divided as to form circles, one exterior to another, does not 
appear. 

The three codes supposed to move with the sane veioeity are 
those which are the deferenls of the Sun, Mercury, and Venus ; 
Merenry and Voius each performing its apparent revolution round 
the Earth in about the same time with the Son. But it is evident, 
that, if the orbs of Meicury and Venus are exterior to that of the 
Sun, snd perlbnn their revolutions in the same time with it, $heff 
must move, not with the like vekxaty, as Plato says (t^m SfioUs)^ 
bat with greater vdodty. He also describes the seven sectioiis 
of the inner oiiele as moving oontrariwise to each other (Kctrh 
rima^ia fUw dKkr/kMt) ; but it is equally dear that eirdes aH 
moving from west to east cannot move contnu i wise to eaoh 
other. 

Ilbe coQtxa^etioB of ideas, whidi nepresent dides of difltont 
diameters as performing their revolutions in the same time with 
the same vdodty, does not admit of any management by which 
it may be veiled. The most we can do is to account for its 
appeaiaooe by a reference to the fret, that Plato had in mind the 
^tpareat motion of the three heavenly bodies of which he con- 
ceived those drdes to he the deferents. The case is the same 
with his repieeentation, that the seven drdes which aie deferents 
of the seven heavenly bodies all move from west to east, and at 
the same time move oontrariwise to each other. TkoB, likewise, 
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<<But after the whole structure of the soul 
was completed agreeably to the mind of him 

is to be aocoanted for only by suppoBing that he oonfiranded the 
deferents of the heavenly bodies with the heavenly bodies them- 
selves, and referred to the apparent motions of the latter. Of 
this there is no hint in the passage before us ; bat that sach was 
the &ct appears from another passage a few pages after ; whidi, 
however, if it throw some light, — not on the meaning of Plato's 
words, for that cannot be, but on the conceptions in his mind 
when he wrote those words, — yet brings also a new access of 
darkness. Plato there says (pp. 38, 39), that Venus and Mereo- 
ry perform their courses with the same velocity as the Sun, but 
'* possess a power contrary to it (t^f d' ivaprlaif tlKfixSvtt ahr^ 
dvpofuw) ; whence the Sun, Mercury, and Venus overtake and 
are overtaken by one another in turn." The Sun, Moon, and 
planets, he 8a3rs, *< are borne along by the oblique motion of the 
Different [the motion from west to east], passing through and 
controUed by the motion of the Vhifarm [the motion from east to 
west] ; some describing greater, and others lesser circles ; the lat- 
ter bodies revolving more swifUy, and the former more slowly. 
But, in oonsequenoe of the motion of the Vmfarmj those whidi 
revolve most swifUy, when they overtake those which revolve 
more slowly, appear to be overtaken by them ; for this motion 
bends all their circles into spirals, in consequence of their moving 
under the action of two contrary forces, and thus causes that body 
which recedes most slowly from it, this being the swiftest motion, 
to appear nearest to it." 

Stallbaum gives, in a note, a translation of the latter part of 
this passage, in which he aggravates its character by the mistake 
of substituting '' the motion of the Different " for the *< motion of 
the Umformf^^ as that which bends the courses of the heavenly 
bodies spirally, and ** causes that body which recedes most slowly 
from it, this being the swiftest motion, to appear nearest to it." 
He then subjoins, —Qt<« quomodo inteOigi debeani, cert^ nuB& in- 
diget e^gpiicatione ; *' How this is to be understood certainly needs 
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who framed it, be then fashioned the corporeal 
universe within it, and, adjusting the middle 



DO exj^aoatioo.'* There is ao eiior of one word in thk zemaik. 
Instead of*' needs," he should have said " admits.'' 

Some fragments of meaning, howerer, may, I think, be di»- 
eorered in the words of Plato himself. In consequence of " the 
motion of the Unifarm^^^ he sajs, '* thooe bodies which reyohre 
most swifUy, when they orertake thooe which revolTO more slow- 
ly, appear to be orertaken by them." Apparently, he here refers 
to the heXy that, if one of the heayenly bodies of our system haye 
a more rapid apparent motion to the east than another, then, 
yiewed in reference to their daily reyolution, the slower will ap- 
pear to be gaining on the swifter. Haying been to the east of it, 
it will appear to the west ; and thus the slower, haying first fol- 
lowed the swifter in its daily course, will afterwards rise, arriye 
at the meridian, and set before it. — The imagination of the 
oourses of the heayenly bodies being rendered spiral by the con- 
trary fbrees of '' the Uniform " and '* the Different " is in itself 
inteUigible ; but has no relation to the hxX just mentioned, with 
which Plato has connected it. It appears to be an attempt to ao- 
count for the retrograde motion of the planets ; and, if so, it is as 
I^ausible a theory as that of Pliny (Hist. Nat. Lib. H. c. 13), 
who ascribes this motion to the percussion of the rays of the Sun, 
striking the planets in certain parts of their orbits in a particular 
direction. — In the conclusion of the sentence it is said, that the 
motion of the Uniform '* causes that body which recedes most 
slowly from it, this being the swiftest motion, to appear nearest to 
it " ; and this remark is int^ded to explain why, among heayen- 
ly bodies, the slower appear to oyertake the swifter. Plato, as 
we haye seen, conceiyed of the motion of the Uniform^ or, rather, 
of the cause of this motion, as residing in that circle of the Mun- 
dane Soul which, extending from north to south, revolyes from 
east to west, and becomes in its daily reyolution coincident with 
eyery meridian. When he speaks of the nearness of a body to 
the motim of the Uniform^ it would seem that he must mean its 
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part of It from tbe centre to the furthest 
heaven, and circumfiised around h, and re- 



SB ambigiioiis word. He says, — '' But the Ear^, our nnrae, 
roQing rmmd (or conglobed round, tlXXo/thtpi) the axis of the 
UuTene, he (the Oeator) formed to he the maker and preaerYor 
of day and night." The last danae ikTora tbe auppoaitioii, thai 
he her€ meant to asoribe to the Earth a daily reTolotioOy though it 
may be othenriae exi^aiaed. Bot, iHuOerer were hia meaning, 
he waa understood aa asaerting, in thia passage, the rerolntion of 
the Earth, by hia diadple, AristoUe. (De Ccelo, lib. II. eapp. 13, 
14.) He ia said to haTo held this opinion by tbe historian of 
ancient philoeoi^ien, Diogenes Laertius. (lib. IH. § 75.) And 
Cieero, aiVer mentioning the theory, that the beayens do not re- 
wdve, but that their apparent revolution is caused by that of the 
Earth, says^ that << some think that Plato haa taught this in bis 
Timeus, but rather obsouiely." (Academic. QuKst. Lib. IV, 
^ 39.) Nothing can more evidently ahow the confusion and ob» 
sourity with which Plato ex pres s ed himself, and conaequently the 
confuaion and incoherenoe of his ideas, than the question whioh 
eadaled. Whether he did or did not virtually contradict hims^ in 
the oorapaaa of a few pagea ; and the opinion asserted or suggest 
ed by the three writers whom I hare mentioned, that such waa 
the case. It is, at the aame time, well deserving of remark, that 
no one of thoee writers takes any notice of the obvious ineonsis* 
tency of the supposed meaning of the passage in question with 
what Plato elsewhere plainly asserts. 

On Plato's allegorical expoaition of the universe, before reftrred 
to, in the tenth book of the Republic, one of his most intelligent 
and judicious translators, M. Grou, makes the following tolerant 
observation : — <•** We mwt not here look for astronomical precision 
and exaotness. In narrations of this kind, which Plato employs 
from time to time to embellish his dialogues, he indulges much in 
imagination ; it is his object rather to please by poetical imagea, 
than to any what is trie." 

Bat the e«entia] Urandalioa of all beauty in allegories, mi in 

VOL. 111. 14 
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It is unnecessary to show how unsubstantial 
is this phantom of a theory, and how slightly it 
is connected with any truth whatever. All is 
assumption without proof; reasoning is out of 
the question ; it is a mere work of imagination ; 
and the same character belongs generally to 
the dialogue in which it b found, as well as to 
much else that has been left us by Plato. In 
the speculations of Ptolemy the Valentinian, to 
which we are about to turn (^^ quidquid male 
feiiaium caput parturire potuit deliriarum^^^ as 
they are called by a modern expositor of them *), 
there is nothing more unsupported by proof, or 



great may be the deductions to be made from hia character as a 
moral and religions teacher, yet his peculiar distinction consiBts in 
the high conceptions of morality and religion to which he often 
attained, and which he forcibly expresses. These charm us ; and 
excite our wonder from their contrast with what was around him. 
It was, we may belieye, the noble tone of sentiment sounding 
forth from his writings, that kindled the enthusiasm of Cieero : 
** Sequar igitur," he says, in conmiencing the third book of his 
own work on Laws, '' Sequar igitur, ut institui, divinum ilium 
▼irum ; quem quadam admiratione commotus saepius fortasse laudo 
quam necesse est." With this characteristic, Plato combined, as 
I have said, great fertility of mind, a style which. Tie wed, per- 
haps, relatively to that of other philosophers, was the admiration 
of antiquity, though some of its defects were recognized (as by 
Dionysius of Halicamassus), and much of an artist's skill in the 
disposition and portraiture of the circumstances and characters of 
his dialogues. 
* Massuet, in his first Dissertation on Ireneus, $ 11. p. 5. 
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more remote from modero conceptions, than in 
some of those of the Athenian philosopher ; on 
which, indeed, they were in great part founded. 
The early Christian writers^ both cathdic and 
heretici have been treated unfairly in being 
separated from their predecessors and contem- 
poraries, brought before the bar of modern 
criticism, and condemned for their violation of 
laws of thinking and reasoning which were 
unknown to their age, and which the most 
celebrated of heathen philosophers regarded as 
little as they. 

^* Nan magis licuit Valentino,^^ says Le Cleic,* 
" ex Ideis Personas facer e^ quam PlaUmij et vul- 
garia prorsus aut etiam absurda caligine invol- 
vere^ ut mra viderentur^ nee expendi a quaws 
p(issen^"-^<<yalentinus had no more right than 
Plato to transform Ideas into persons, and to 
involve trivialities and even absurdities in ob- 
scurity, in order to make them appear some- 
thing wonderful, and to prevent ordinary men 
from passing judgment upon them." It is true 
that Valentinus had no more right to do so than 
Plato; but, perhaps, he had more excuse for 
doing so, since it would be idle to compare his 



a^>i^h*rf^^^ 



* Hist Eocles. duoram prioram Scculorum. An. 121. ( 7. not. 
90. p. 583. 
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inteUectual powers with those of the Athenian 
philosopher. But the meaning of Le Clerc 
does not) I conceive, lie on the surface. What 
he principally meant to express was, without 
doubt, the im|dication, that there are specula- 
tions of Plato as extravagant and unfounded as 
those of the Valentinians. 

It is to be remarked, that the greater part of 
the passage which has been quoted from Plato 
rekites to ideas of sensible objects, or to mathe- 
matical ideas; — to ideas in the conception of 
which absolute precision is easily attainable. 
The ideas of figures, lines, and motions are, in 
their own nature, perfecdy definite. The case 
is wholly difierent with die abstract and com- 
plex ideas which belong to moral and metaphys- 
ical science. They have no external standard 
to which they may be referred. It requires 
great perspicacity to tirace their oudines precise- 
ly, and to determine what should and what 
should not enter into their composition. Much 
watchfulness is necessary to preserve these 
shadowy abstractions and artificial combinations 
of thought unchanged during a process of in- 
vestigation. Men often give the same name to 
concepdons which are essentially difierent, but 
have an illusory semblance of each other. 
When> therefore, we find a writer confosed and 
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enlarging the conceptions which he had derived 
from Socrates, he was, as I have before ob- 
served, the great theological philosopher of 
heathen antiquity. No other heathen writer 
had like him insisted on the connection between 
morals and religion. He had taught that there 
was a divine moral government over the world, 
in reference to which life should be regulated 
and the character formed. He had inculcated 
a constant regard to the well-being of the 
thinking principle in man, the immortal soul, 
which might be raised to companionship with 
gods, or degraded to animate a brute; which 
might be made happy or miserable hereafter, — 
miserable by yielding to the appetites and pas- 
sions, or happy by a life of philosophy and 
virtue.* It is not strange, therefore, that the 

* It iBf however, important to be observed, that P]ato*8 doctrine 
of the immortality of the sool was essentially different from the 
Christian doctrine of the personal immortality of men. It was 
connected with the belief of the prefixistenoe of sonls from the 
commencement of the universe, and of their freqaent transmigra- 
tion into different bodies of men and of inferior animals. With 
the belief of the prefizistence of the sool through a past duration, 
eternal or undefined, the belief of its future immortality, so far as 
it was held by any of the ancient heathens, seems to have been 
universally connected. It was also connected commonly, almost 
universally, with a belief in the transmigration of the soul. It 
was the prevailing doctrine of Plato, that, with the exception of 
some souls, who were fixed in a state of happiness or sufi^ring 
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writings of Plato should have been hi^y es- 
teemed by many of the fathers ; or that, among 



^y hairiDg become highly puzified or greatly depraTed, att thoao 
originally created, whose nmnber was subeequeBtly oeithey 
increased nor diminished, were continnally animating in succea- 
sion difierent bodies, and forming different beings. At the same 
time, he taught, that men, whose took lell into neitiber of Ae two 
olasses just mentioned, retained their personality for a certain 
period after death, during which they were rewarded or punished 
ibr their good or evil liyes. When this period was finished, their 
souk returned to earth to consthute diflSsrent indiyidQala. From 
the region of the living there was a constant passage of souls to 
the region of the dead, and a constant return from it to the region 
of the liying. As regards the generality of men, his seheme 
was wholly inconsistent with a belief in their personal immortal- 
ity. Yet on conceptions which were thus imperfect, and which 
in his different works are not altogether consistent with one 
another, he has founded the most solemn exhortations to the prae- 
tioe of Yirtue, with reference to the well-being of the soul» and to 
the rewards and punishments of a future life.* 

Thus, at the conclusion of the argument for the immortality 
of the soul which he ascribes to Socrates, as uttered on the day 
of his death, he represents his master as thus addressing the few 
friends who were gathered round him in his pnson : *— " But, my 
friends, it is right to consider this ; that, if the soul be immortal, 
it needs our care not only as regards the present poition of time, 
which we call life, but as regards the whole of time ; and tha 
danger may well appear Tory great, should we neglect it. If» ia- 



* Besides what is contained in ths PiMido, the laost important 
sages in Plato respecting the immortality of the soul, and the fhtare 
state of individuals, are, I think, to be found as follows : •<- TinMBOs, 
1^. 41, 42. p. 90, seqq. PhaBdrus, p. 245, seqq. Meno, p. 81, seqq. 
De Republicd, Lib. X. p. 606, seqq. Gorgiss, p. 522, seqq. Apolo- 
gia, pp. 40, 41. 
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the forms of philosophy which the age present- 
ed, tjiat derired from him should have particu- 
larly recommended itself to the early Chris- 
tians. 

Tliere was much connection, as I have said, 
between the speculations of the theosophic 
Gnostics and the Platcmic philosophy. But 
those speculations were essentially founded on a 
doctrine which appears not to have assumed a 
distinct form in that philosophy till long after 
the time of Plato, and to have been of Eastern 
origin. It is the doctrine of the emanation of 
inferior beings from the Supreme. This doc- 
trine is partially dereloped by Philo, and from 
Urn, perhaps, the Gnostics immediately derived 
it ; as did the catholic Christians, in its apjdica- 
tion to the production of the Logos. But it is 
a doctrine which has spread over India ; and it 



deed, death were a deliyeranoe from aU things, it might be a gain 
for the bad to die, and, with the loss of the soul, to be delirered 
at the same time from the body and from their wickedness. Bat 
now since it appears that the soul is immortal, there is no other 
escape from evil, no other safety for it, except in its becoming as 
good and wise as possible. For the son] wiU go to Hades, hay- 
ing nothing bnt its discipline and instruction." 

What marrelloos words are these to come down to ns ^m 
pagan antiquity ! Be it Socrates or Plato who thus taught, *' the 
counsel which he gave in those days was as if a man had consult- 
ed an oracle of God." 

TOL. III. 15 



CHAPTER VIII. 

(OOMTIMUBD.) 

ON THS PSCULIAR SPBCULATIONS OF THE TH£OSOPHIC 

GNOSTICS. 



Section II. 

On their SpeculcUions concerning the Development of the 
Deity i and the Spiritual World. 

Of the speculations of the theosophic Gnos- 
tics, the scheme of the Valentinians as modified 
by Ptolemy afibrds the best type or representa- 
tive. It is particularly explained and dwelt 
upon by Irenaeus. It exhibits the more remark- 
able features which appear to have been com- 
mon to their systems. It presents us with the 
conception of a God far removed from the ma- 
terial universe ; and of divine beings, emanant, 
not created, and, in common with all other 
spiritual existences, deriving their substance 
firom him. But its most striking characteristic 
appears in the representation of those divine 
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nant through his power, and produced IntdUcty 
like and equal to him from whom he was ema- 
nant, and alone able to comprehend the great- 
ness of his Father. He was called also the Only 
Sofiy* the Father^ and the B^nningf of all 
things. With him was likewise produced Drutk, 
as his spouse. These four— -four being a 
mystic number of the highest import with the 
Pythagoreans — formed the first Quaternity of 
JEons or Immortals^ which is the root of all 
things. 

In this account, the three .£ons or Immortals 
who are introduced together with the Deity, as 
well as all those .£ons who will be mentioned 
hereafter, are to be considered, not as allegorical 
personifications, nor as representing only certain 
modes in which the undivided Deity may be 
regarded by man, but as jMroper persons. The 
derirative £ons are attributes of Gvod hyposta- 
tized, permanent manifestations of God in per- 
sonal fcNrms, powers of Crod emanant, and 
acting externally, or archetypal Ideas of the Di- 
vine Mind endued with life. SUencey Thought^ 
or Favor is to be viewed, at least in consistency 
with the system, as an attribute of the Deity, 

• Or tke Onfy^gotUn^ Mo^oyti^f. f Or Prmdple, *K(ncl. 
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In this last conception we perceive one of those 
remarkable coincidences which present them- 
selves, between the theology of India and that 
of the Gnostics. " The Hindu goddesses," says 
Sir William Jones, ^^are uniformly represented 
as the subordinate powers of their respective 
Lords." * 

In the Hindu theology we find likewise the 
strange conception, which appears in the scheme 
of the Gnostics, of assigning a spouse to the 
Supreme Being. "The worship of the female 
principle," says Professor Wilson, " as distinct 

tally by Irenieus shows how imperfeot is oui infonnatioD respect- 
ing the theories of the Gnostics in regard to all but their funda- 
mental doctrines. Some further intimations of it are collected by 
Maasaet in his first Dissertation on Irensns. Lrensi 0pp. P. 11. 
pp. 16, 23. « Nothing," he says (p. 16), '< is of more frequent 
occurrence in Proclus and others [of the Platonists], than gods, 
some male, some female, and some both male and female, where 
by the female are meant nothing but the powers and faculties of 
the gods, intimately adhering to them, through which they oper- 
ate and produce their proper effects." 

• Argument of Hymn to Sereswaty. — " Although," says Pro- 
fessor Wilson, << the general worship of the female personifica- 
tions of the Hindu deities forms a class by itself, yet, when indi- 
-fidualized as the associates of the divinities, whose energies they 
are, their adoration becomes so linked with that of the male pow- 
er, tiiat it is not easy eren to their rotaries to draw a precise line 
of distinction between them." " Sketch of the Religious Sects 
of the Hindus." Asiatic Researches, Vol. XVL p. 135. See 
also, to the same efl^. Colonel Vans Kennedy's *< Ancient and 
Hindu Mythology," pp. 189, 983, 317, seqq. 
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■Kde and feiaale nature*"* Mysticism admits 
or rather delights in, contradictions ; and it majr 
appear useless to attempt to account for lan- 
guage which Irenaeus has left unexplained* But 
it may seem probable that the Valentiniana fis- 
cfibed a eommencement to the personal exist- 
ence of Silence^ as well as to that of the other 
.£ons ; and it is to be kept in mind, that theii 
whole system o( Maas is an account of the de- 
Telopment of the Divine Nature, which, ac-^ 
cording to the notions of the Valentinians, might 
be viewed ^ther in its essential unity, or as rer 
solved into these different hypostases. 

From these explaaations and remarks we 
return to the detail of Ptolemy's account of the 
Pleroma. The first Quatemity of ^ns having 
been formed, the process of emanation went 

* lib. L c. 2. ^ 4. p. 10. — In sjrstems, like that of the Yalen- 
tinians, which are formed out of allegories and metaphors petri- 
fied into doctrines, it is often difficult to determine how far the 
proeeas has gone on. We cannot always loadily distinguish in 
their laagnage between what remains of a figuratiye character 
and what has hardened into an article of belief. But there seems 
no good reason to question that the Valentinians ascribed a proper 
personal existence to the spouse of God, as well as to their other 
.^Jons. On the contrary, when Philo, like Ptolemy, assigned a 
spouse to God, Wisdom (see Statement of Reasons, pp. 255, 
256), it cannot be donbted th^t his language i» metaphorical, 
though he hypostatized the Logos and other Powers of God. 

VOL. III. 16 
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ter of Proverbs, which is to this effect : — " The 
Lord formed me [Wisdom] the beginning of his 
ways to his works " ; * and hypostatizing the 
wisdom of God,t he contends that the Logos 
was in the Beginnings because the Logos always 
existed in Wisdom; and that he was not sim- 
ply with God, but was so as being in Wisdom. 
On this doctrine he insists repeatedly in his 
Commentary on John4 It may be remarked 
that a similar conception is found in Tertullian. 
The prophets and Apostles teach, he says, ^^that 
Wisdom was first formed [by God] the beginning 
of his ways to his works; and that the Logos 
(Sermo) was then put forth, by whom all 
things were made." ^ 

To go on with the system of Ptolemy ; firom 
the Logos (or Reason) and lAfe proceeded 
another pair of .£ons, Man and the Church. 
Here again, perhaps, appears an over-subtilty in 
separating what had been before united. For, 
according to Philo, the Logos was the archety- 

* Kvpios ^KTuri fit ^x^ ^^1^ cArw tU Ipya airw. In this 
paaeage, which Origen often quotes in his Commentary on John, 
he seyeral times (according to his present text) gives the reading 
6Mr instead of 6d«y. 

t Comment, in Joannem. 0pp. IV. 30, 40. 

% Ibid. pp. S0-3S, 47, et alibi. 

^ Advers. Hermogenem, c. 45. p. 849. 
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tkm of .£ons appears to be another process ^ 
d€Gon|K)sition9 in wbkh the attributes of the 
LcgoSi the cotnmoii progenitor of them all, are 
separated into distinct persons^ the male JEkms ^ 
while the female are hypostatiTCd Ideas of 
sondething intimately connected with those at- 
iribBtes. AH these .^ons have significant 
names, which confirm, I think, the si^gestiom 
just made, but of which it is not worth while 
to give a translation. None of them reappears 
individually in the system, except the last female 
Mon [»oceeding from Man and the Churchy who 
was named Wisdom ; being, as I conceive, the 
hypdstatized Idea of human wisdom. This 
Mem does, as vnll appear, play a conspicuous 
part in it. 

Thirty .£ons have been mentioned; and 
Ibese thirty iSons formed, according to Iraiseus, 
the Pleroma of the Valentinians, that is to Bay, 
the Fidl Devdopment of the Divine Nature, 
fotur other :^kms belong, as we diall see, to 
the system of Ptolemy; but these four, Irenseus 
sajrs, w^re not considered as belonging to the 
Pleroma.* He argues against the inconsistency 
of their being excluded firom it; nor does any 
wason appear why they were so. It is to be 

• heomm, lib. 11. o. IS. ^ 7. p. 139. 
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before commencing his ministry ; and by the 
parable of the laborers who were sent into the 
vineyard at the first, third, sixth, ninth, and 
eleventh hours, these numbers taken together 
amounting to thirty ; and, according to Irenseus, 
they made similar use of all those passages in 
Scripture in which numbers are mentioned, so 
hx as they c(Hild accommodate them to their 
system. Of their .Sons, generally, they found 
abundant notices in the New Testament, where 
a modem reader, unacquainted with the origi- 
nal, would not suspect their existence ; that is 
to say, in expressions where the Greek word 
aiwv* aaUy occurs. Thus they maintained that 
the .£ons were often mentioned by St. Paul 
in the plainest manner, as, for instance, in his 
Epistle to the £phesians,t where the words 
are rendered in the Common Version, — " Unto 
Him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus, 
throughout all ages, world without end " ; which 
words they understood as meaning, ^^ To Him 
be glory, — throughout all the generations of 
the ^on of the .Sons," t that is, throughout 
all the generations of the first Son, God. 

* *' Age," often rendered in the Common Version ** World." 
t Ch. iii. 21. 

% Els w6aas rhs ytvtiis rov al&vos r&v al&pav, Irenieas, Lib. I. 
c. 3. ^ 1. p. 14 ; where see Msesnet's note. 
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she, urged on by strong lore, would at last have 
been swallowed up in them, and lost, had she 
not been restrained and held back by an .£on 
not before mentioned, the .£on Hwos or the 
Boundary. Being contrdled by him, she re- 
turned to herself, gave up her purpose, and was 
restored to her jdace in the Pleroma. 

The .£on just mentioned, HaroB or the Boun- 
dary^ was an emanation from the Father, throagh 
the Only San. He was without a consOTt His 
offices were to give stability to beings, and to 
separate tliem from each other, as by a rampart. 
In reference to his different employments many 
different names were given him, and among 
them, that of Xraup^ (Stauras)^ not in the 
sense of "cross,'* but in that of " rampart.*' 
Having, however, given him this name, die Val- 
entinians had no difficulty in finding passages 
of the New Testament in which he was re- 
ferred to, passages in which the word <rrat;/9a9, 
" cross," occurs. Several examples of such ap- 
plication are given by Irenaeus. The Gnostics 
were able the more readily to find proofs and 
mystical intimations of their doctrines in the 
New Testament firom the number of names 
which they gave to the same JEon^ and from 
assigning (as we shall see hereafter) the same 
name to different iBons. 

TOIi. III. 17 
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his Metamorphoses," sajrs Tertullian, <<if he 
had been acquainted with this greater metamor* 
phosis."* In this account of the amalgama- 
tion, as it were, of the .£ons, the conception, 
I suppose, discovers itself, that, notwithstand- 
ing their personal division, thej are, under one 
aspect, included in the unity of the Father, as 
being his hjpostatized attributes and Ideas; 
imd that the .£ons, though distinct persons, 
constitute but one Divine Being. This, con- 
iddering all that precedes, it may be said, is 
an incredible imputation of absurdity on the 
Valentinians. Perhaps not. As we may talk 
of one infinite as being less than another, so 
we may talk of one doctrine, though utterly 
absurd, as being less absurd than another; 
and thus we may say that the doctrine of 
the Valentinians is less absurd than Panthe- 
ism, a theory which has found favor in modem 
times. By ^^ Pantheism " I certainly do not 
mean the doctrine that God is in all things, 
with which of late some have attempted to 
confound it ; but, using the word in its proper 



among the eonstaotly lecuning prooft of the inaoomacy, imper- 
fection, and inconaistency of the aooomits of the Gnoatioa trans- 
mitted to 08 by the fathers. 
* Advers. ValentinianoB, c. 12. p. 355. 
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passages of Scripture, specified by Irenaeus, in 
which all things are mentioned. And thus, 
sajs Irenseus, they pervert to their purpose 
passages from the Gospels and Epistles, en- 
deavouring to misinterpret them into proofs of 
their doctrine ; and not only so, but with much 
subtilty and cunning they make the same use 
of the Law and the Prophets, in which many 
things, being said allegorically, are capable, on 
account of the ambiguity of their meaning, of 
being diversely applied. The expositions of 
the Valentinians illustrate in some degree the 
intellectual character of their age ; but I have 
adduced them particularly for the purpose of 
showing what constant use they made of the 
Scriptures and especially of the Grospels. 

Such, according to Ptolemy, was the com- 
mencement and derivation of existences inferior 
to the Supreme. It would be idle to attempt 
to settle all the questions that his scheme sug- 
gests, many of which, probably, he had not 
answered in his own mind, nor even proposed 
to himself. But there are several considera- 
tions that may serve to throw some light 
upon it 

In the first place, then, the iBons were 
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Stance of all things sensible. But in follow- 
ing out the same principle, the substance of 
spiritual beings came to be considered as the 
Infinite Spirit. 

The doctrine, that the human intellect is a 
portion, or efBux, or emanation of the Divinity, 
has been very extensively held. The Stoics 
regarded it as a particle of that ethereal fire 
which was, in their view, the animating prin- 
ciple of all things, the universal Sou], God. 
Philo says that every human mind is allied to 
the Divine Logos (Intellect), being an impress, 
or particle, or ray of that blessed nature.* 
" The soul," he teaches, " proceeded from the 
Father and Ruler of All ; for what he breathed 
into man was the divine spirit, sent here to 
dwell as in a foreign land."t How else, he 
asks, can we account for the wonderful pow- 
ers of the human mind, << if it , be not an in- 
divisible portion I of the Divine and Blessed 
Soul ? For the Divine Nature is not divided and 
separated, but is only extended."^ The au- 



* De Mundi Opifioio. Opp. I. 36. The word ** particle " does 
not express the force of the original term antWcurfia. See also 
Legis AUegorie, lib. III. Opp. I. 119. 

t De Mundi Opificio. p. 32. 

% •* Portion " *Air6<nraa-fia. 

^ Qnod Deterios Potiori insidiari soleat. Opp. I. 308, 209. 
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.£on8 derired from the substance of Qod^ is 
likewise coincident with the World of Emana* 
tians oS the Jewish Cabalists, in which ten 
Sepkiroths ot Splendors j hjrpostatized powers of 
God, were conceired of by them as emanating, 
like the Gnostic jEcas, from that eternal Hght, 
which thej, like Ptolemy, regarded as 00MtE«- 
tuting the substance of God. 

The derivatiye £ons were attributes and 
Ideas hypoetatized ; how, then, are we to regard 
them in thdr new charaeter as persons ? Con^ 
ceming the manner of their production, and 
the mode of their existence, tke Gnostics, ac* 
Gonfing to Irenmis, did not explain themselves 
elearly, a £Mt winch may be readily believed. 
He, therefore, undertakes to show that their 
doctrine must be felse, whatever notions they 
might entertain on those subjects.* He sup- 
poses that the derivative j£ons may be com- 
pared to rays emitted from the sun, or to 
branches shooting from a tree, or to torches 
lighted from one already burning. These are 
all illustrations which were used by some of the 
orthodox fathers to explain the emanation, or, 
as they called it, the generation, of the Logos 



■4«v^_i^>*B^ato-^aito^i«^-m-Mi^u^aA^— AiABii^h*^^^^_^B^b>iA^ 



* Lib. n. capp. 19, 17. 

▼OL. III. 18 



GENUINENESS OP THE GOSPELS. 139 

proposes still another, Whether the Mons were 
of the substance of the Divinity, or of a differ- 
ent substance. But this is evidently introduced 
rather for the sake of exhausting, by way of 
argument, all possible suppositions relating to 
the subject, than because any real doubt existed 
that the Gnostics believed them to be of the 
divine substance. 

But, after all his discussion of the subject, 
sufficient reasons exist for believing that there 
were some imaginations of the Gnostics re- 
specting the production of their derivative 
.£ons, which Irenaeus has not brought distinctly 
into view. There is no connection between 
our idea of emanation, or the flowing forth of 
one body from another, as a ray from the sun, 
and that of the ordinary production of animals. 
But, incongruous as these ideas are, the Valen- 
tinians, it appears, confused them together. 
This may be inferred from their introduction 
of female .£ons ; from their supposition that 
Wisdom^ the last of the iEons, brought forth 
an abortive offspring without union with her 
spouse ; * and especially from their account of 
the production of the first derivative male .^n. 



• « Sine alterius compfexu." Ireneus, lib. 11. o. IS. § 4. 
p. 198. 
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kafiiig themselves any definite imagiDation of 
what that meaning might be. 

To the associaticoi of female Moos with male 
in the work of emanation we find an analogy 
in the religion of the Bramins, of which it 
is said to be a fundamental principle, ^^that 
m iBTisible and immaterial bduBg cannot mani- 
fest himself or exert his power except under a 
corporeal form, and that the energies of the 
male must remain inoperative until rendered 
active by a union with the passive qualities of 
the female. Hence, on willing creation^ the 
Supreme Being necessarily, m order to effect 
that object, first gave existence to a male and 
female^ who are known under the names of 
Puru$ha and PrakriUy and which alone ate 
considered to he the original agents in the 
formalion oS this universe." It is added, that 
these are ^^ corporeal manifestationa of his ea^ 
sence"; and ^Hhat all males, whether gods 
or men, are considered to be merely Ibrms of 
Purushaj and all females, forms of PrakriU.^^ ^ 
In different words, these are the hypostatis&ed 
Platonic Ideas or generic forms, the one of all 
thai is male, the other of all that is female. 



* Kennedy's Ancient and Hindu M3rtho]ogy, pp. 383, 284. 
See before, pp. 119, 180. 
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of speculation which existed in and after the 
time of the Gnostics. 

Tertullian, in a passage formerly quoted, says 
that <^ Ptolemy numbered the .£ons in classes, 
and gave them distinct names, assigning to 
them the character of personal existences, but 
external to the Deity; while Valentinus had 
included those existences in the totality of tlie 
Divinity as feelings, affections, and emotions." * 
It has been supposed that Tertullian, in these 
words, meant to assert that Valentinus did not 
hypostatize the .£ons. But, if so, he would 
apparently contradict himself in two other pas- 
sages ; t and his account would be irrecon- 
cilable with that of Irenaeus,| with whom he 
elsewhere accords in his report of the Valen- 
tinian doctrines, and whom he evidently ap- 
pears to have taken for a guide on the subject. 



• See Vol. n. p. 91, note. 

t Adrers. Praxeam, o. 8. p. 504. Advers. Marcion. Lib. I. 
c. 5. pp. 367, 368. In these paaeages Tertullian representB Yd- 
eDtinas as attributiDg a proper personal existence to the .^ons. 
Thus, in the first passage referred to, be says : — *' Valentinus 
probolas suas discemit et separat ab auctore." But he may, ao- 
oording to a use of language not uncommon in the fathers, have 
intended to denote the sect of the Valentinians by the name of 
Valentinus, and thus have ascribed to him individually opinions 
held only by his followers. 

X I^ncus, Lib. L c. 11. p. 59, seqq. 
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concermng the Povrers of God; in the Se« 
phiroths of the Jewish Cabala; and in the 
philosophy of the later Platonists. We dis- 
cern it in the ancient Persian theology; and 
it is du[dayed with the broadest extravagattce 
in the religion of the Hindus. The coinciden'^ 
ces between the speculations of the Hindus 
and of the theosophic Gnostics are very re-^ 
markable. Some of them have been merely 
touched upon* In the <« Institutes of Menu^^ 
in the first chapter, the doctrine of emanation 
is unfolded into a scheme which bears a strike 
ing resemblance to that of the Valentinians, 
in its general clmracter and in some of its de^ 
tails. In that work, which, though much less 
ancient, perhaps, than even some European 
scholars have supposed, has yet certainly for 
many centuries been regarded as of divine 
authority by the Hindu sages, the system pre- 
sented is, to say the least, as remarkabie as 
that of Ptolemy, for the extravagance of its 
imaginations, for the absence of any foonda^ 
tion in what is known ot knowable, and for 
a series of conceptions from which it could 
not be inferred that reason is a faculty of the 
human mind. 

In the systems founded on the doetrine of 

VOL. III. 19 
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least have expected it — between the opinions 
of the Valontinians and those of some of the 
more eminent early fathers. These fathers be- 
lieved that the Logos, that is, the hypostatized 
Reason, or Wisdom, of God, was the proper 
sufferer in the sufferings of Christ* The fact 
becomes the more remarkable, when we find 
that the tbeosophic Gnostics, though they agreed 
with the fathers referred to in the general prin- 
ciple, that an hypostatized being belonging to 
the Divine Nature might suffer, started wide 
asunder from them in this application of it, and 
maintained that the Divine Being or iBon, who 
was united with the man Jesus, did not suffer 
vnth him, but left him and returned to the Ple- 
roma before the crucifixion. The Marcionites 
regarded the apparent body of Christ as a mere 
phantom incapable of suffering. In opposition 
to these doctrines of the Gnostics, those fathers 
insisted that the Logos himself truly suffered in 
the body in which he was incarnate. The doc- 
trine was not at once universally assented to. 
Clement of Alexandria vacillates concerning it ; 
and Origen did not adopt it. But, losing all 
sense and vitality, and growing into a shape still 
more monstrous, it finally prevailed ; and its 

* See Statement of Reasons, Section V. p. 62, seqq. 
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work of the theory of the Valentiniaiis. We 
next find them regarding the Logos or Reason 
of God as the archetype of Man, Man being 
fiMtned in the image of God as regards his 
reason alone« Under this aspect the Logos 
becomes, as he is represented by Philo, the 
generic Idea of Man; and the great end of 
Man's being is to be united with the true wor- 
shippers cf God, or the Church* We hare here 
the first eight iBons, the primitive Ogdoad, of 
the Valentinians. Then follow the two series 
of ten and twelve iE/ons, in which, as we may 
c(Hijecture, are respectively represented the at* 
tributes belonging to, and the efiects produced 
by, the Logos, viewed first in relation to the uni* 
verse, and afterwards in rdation to the Church. 

The Valentinians, however, would probably 
have been little satisfied with an explanation of 
their theory, which, throwing a part of it into 
the shade, and restoring, as £ur as possible, a 
figurative character to their language, should 
have converted it into nothing more than an 
obecwe expreesimi of common thoughts, un*- 
naturally adjusted together. They professed, 
according to Irenaeus, to teach ^ wonderfiil and 
unspeakable and deep mysteries, known only 
to themselves." * There is no doubt that tiiey 



p^^f^^^m^^m^ 



• Lib. I. c. 1. ( 3. p. 7 ; c. 4. ( 3. p. 30. 
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and proceed to advance something new." * But 
generally the fundamental principles of the 
theosophic Gnostics, and their modes of phi- 
losophizing, were the same, and their variations 
from each other rarely appear to have been 
such as to make them an object of any interest 
or curiosity. According to an ancient proverb, 
quoted by Irenseus,! — "It is not necessary to 
drain the ocean to learn that its waters are 
salt." The proverb is applicable to many 
other speculations besides those of the Gnos- 
tics, and to many volumes that might other- 
wise present themselves before us in formidable 
array. 

I HAVE, however, in the preceding part of this 
work, had occasion several times to mention the 
Basilidians ; and though their peculiar opinions, 
so far as they may be learned or conjectured 
from such information as remains to us, tiirow 
but littie additional light on the general charac- 
ter of the theosophic Gnostics, yet there are one 
or two questions concerning them of some inter- 
est. I shall, therefore, speak of them in a Note 
at the end of this volume.| 

* Lib. L c. 28. ^ 1. p. 106. ~ See VoL 11. p. 34. 
t Lib. n. c. 19. ^ 8. p. 144. 
I See Additional Note, B. 
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him as a person^ and became Us uttered Dis- 
course or Word.* 

The system of the Marcosiaus is an ol^ect 
of some euriosityy as afibiding one of the most 
remarkable among ancient examples of the 
depths of mysticism (a term that, in pbilo- 
sq>hical language, it the euphemism for nofi'- 
sense) into which the mind may sink, and there 
reveL As their speculations, which fiU page 
after page in Irensms, relate to Greek words 
and letters, it is difficult to detach a portbn of 
them which may be clothed throughout in an 
English diess. But the foUowing passage may 
suffice. Ireneeus had before him some work or 
works, apparently of Marcus, the founder of 
the sect, from which he copied or abstracted 
his account; and he has ^ven the words <^ 
h» original. 

** Enow that your twenty-four letters are 
effluences, which present images of the three 
Powers that ndude the whole number of the 
elements above« Understand that the nine 
mnte» are of the Father and Truths because 
they are without sound; that is, unspeakable 
and inexpressible. But the eight semivowels 
are of the Logos and Life ; because they are. 



* See Statement ef ReaMiw, p. SSS, aeqq. 
VOL. ai. 20 
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as it were, intermediate between the mutes and 
the vocals (the vowels) ; and as they are effluent 
from those above them, so those below them 
bear a like relation to them. The vocals (vow- 
els) , being seven, are of Man and the Churck. 
For a voice proceeding from the Man gave 
form to all things; for the sound of the voice 
clothed them with form." * 

In like manner with the Marcosians, and in 
the same spirit, the Jewish Cabalists, accord- 
ing to Basnage, discoursed of the letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet. " Every letter,'' they said, 
<< has some relation to the Sephiroths or Splen- 
dors [the first emanations from the Divinity], 
or to the works of God." Thus, for examjde, 
the first letter of the alphabet ^^ indicates the 
inaccessible light of the Divinity. It is related 
to the first of the Sephiroths." " It infolds 
likewise other great mysteries," which it b un- 
necessary to detail. <^ The first ten letters an- 
swer to the ten Sephiroths, and the other letters 
have other uses." " The world was created 
with reference to the Hebrew alphabet, and 
the harmony of the creatures is like that of the 
letters which God employed in composing the 
Book of Life. A certain assemblage of letters 

* Irenasus, Lib. L c 14. ^ 5. p. 70. 
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causes the beautj and excellence of the uni- 
verse; and, since the world was made with 
reference to the alphabet, certain things must 
necessarily be attached to every letter, and of 
these things it is the sjrmbol and emblem."* 
Perhaps the mysticism of the Cabalists would 
be better brought out by saying, that in these 
things the letter exerts its power. 

Besides the mysterious powers and relations 

* Histoire des Jaift, Liv. HI. ch. 11. Tom. IQ. p. 301, aeqq. 

Ed. 1716. See also Ch. 13. There is a truly remarkable 

analogy between the general notions of the Cabalists respecting 
the powers of the letters — an analogy extending even to some 
of the details into which they entered, as given by Basnage — 
and what is stated to be found in the Hinda Tantras. According 
to a writer in " The Friend of India " (Vol. IIL p. 616), it is the 
doctrine of the Tantras concerning one of the Sanscrit vowels, 
that <' it is an astonishing letter, it is bright as the shell of Yish- 
noo, it is full of the three^gods and of the five souls ; it is in fact 
Bhttguvutee herself. ' ' Of another letter it is said , — * * The stroke 
on the left is Bruhma ; the lower stroke is Yidmoo ; the perpen- 
dimilar line Shtva ; the horizontal, Stcruswiftee ; the curve is 
Bhugtivutee. The space in the centre is Shtva." ** This letter 
bestows liberation ; it produces wealth and holiness ; it is the root 
of all letters ; it is the feminine energy of nature, and the mother 
of all gods. In the upper angle resides the wife of Bruhma, in 
the middle angle Ytshnoa's wife Jistha, in the lower Shtva's wife 
Roudree ; it is the soul of all knowledge ; the soul of the four 
casts, the origin of Bruhma's power to desire, of Vtshnaa's power 
to know, and of the active energy of Shtva ; therefore is it to be 
perpetually praised." — In this manner, it is said by the writer of 
the article from which I quote, are the character and qualities of 
all the vowels and consonants described. 
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of letters, Marcos Hkewise introduced those of 
numbers into his system. But specolations on 
the respective powers of different numbers were 
a common extraragance among the ancieot 
philosophers from a very eariy period;-^ we 
might saj from the time of Pythagoras, if the 
accounts of his life and doctrines were not^ 
for the greater part, fabulous, so that little can 
be affirmed with confidence concerning hkn. 
Such speculations were fundamental in the phi* 
losophy of those who were called Pythagoreans, 
when Aristotle wrote.* Few subjects in an- 
cient times have yielded a heavier crop o( mys* 
ticism than what might be gathered from nu- 
merous writers concerning the marveUous pow- 
ers and relations of numbers. 

As is a common case, l;))e pretensions of 
Marcus were as monstrous as his absurdities. 
There seems no reason to doubt, or to exjdain 
away, the account of Irenseus, according to 
whom Marcus affirmed, that <^ the first Quater- 
nity of .£ons, which is high above all, had 
descended to him, from places invisible and 
unspeakable, in the form of a woman, — for, 
he said, its masculine form the world could not 

* Aristot. Metapbysic. Lib. I. capp. 5, 6. 
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support^ -~ and revealed to htm its owd nature 
and the orighi of all things, which it bad never 
revealed before to any one of the gods or 
men.^'* 

Marcus hiinsel^ like Simon Mag« and Apol- 
lonius of Tyana, appears to have belonged to 
the class of religious mountebanks, — individu- 
als claiming extraordinary inspiration and mar- 
veUoos powers, who were not very uncommon 
during the first two centuries of our era ; and 
who, with characters modified by the ^fier- 
ence of circumstances, have shown themselves 
more or less conspicuously at other periods 
down to our own. According to Irenseus, who 
represents himself as speaking from personal 
knowledge, he was an impostor, a man of 
bad morals, and a pretender to magic.f He 
claimed, as we have seen, that a revelation 
had been made to him of a far higher charac- 
ter than that made to Christ Such being the 
case, he may have imposed upon and deluded 
some Chrbtians, who in becoming his follow- 
ers may not altogether have forfeited their title 
to the Christian name. But there seems no 
doubt that a majority of his sect had no more 



* Cont Hsres. Lib. I. c. 14. § 1. p. 66. 
t Lib. L c. 13. 
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claim to it than the Carpocratians or the Ophi- 
ans. The sect, indeed, appears to have been 
confined in its sphere, and short-lived; for it 
attracted no attention from any other eminent 
writer besides Irenseus during the first three 
centuries. 

Haying, in what precedes, taken a view of 
the Gnostic Pleroma, as exhibited by Ptolemy, 
in its most perfect development, we shall now 
go on to the formation of things veithout the 
Pleroma, still following him as our guide. 



CHAPTER VIII. 

(OONTINUKD.) 

ON THE PECULUR SPECULATIONS OF THE THSOSOPBIC 

GNOSTICS. 



Section III. 

On their Speadaiians caneeming the FamuUion of the 

Viaihk Vnwerse. 

I PROCEED with the system of the Valen- 
tinians, as modified by Ptolemy.* In what 
foUows I shall give merely its outline, for it 
would be useless to dwell on its detail, and 
shall state a few doubtful * and unimportant 
points in the manner which seems to me most 
probably correct, without reference to the dif- 
ferent opinions that have been maintained. 

In consequence, as related in the last Sec- 
tion, of the sufferings of the Mon Wisdom^ a 



* The aooomit which follows ia deriyed from the fourth, fifth, 
sixth, and Berenth Chapters of the First Book of Irenaus. The 
statements of Irensus are confirmed in great part by the " Doo- 
tiina Orientalis." $$43-66. 
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female abortion was produced by her, that was 
cast out of the Pleroma. This of&pring of 
Wisdom was formless^ and devoid of compre- 
hension, but had the spiritual essence of an 
^on. She was raised (as we shall see) from 
her imperfect state, and was then called, after 
her mother, Wisdom; but seems more com- 
monly to have been denominated Achamoth^ 
a name derived from the Hebrew, signifying 
toisdom. The ^on Christy taking compassion 
on her, extended himself for her relief over 
" the Boundary '' * of the Pleroma. He gave 
her form and consciousness ; but did not endue 
Jiar with knowledge. He then withdrew and 
left her, that she might awaken to a sense 
of her deprivation in being separated from 
the Pleroma, and feel an eager longing after 
higher things.^ A^ordingly, she strove to at- 
tain the light by which she had been desert- 
ed ; but was restrained by the Mon Horos. 
Thus remaining alone, she became the prey 
of various contending passions, sorrow, fear, 
perplexity, accompanied by ignorance, and a 
yearning after him who had given her con- 
sciousness. 

In these circumstances she implored a re- 



I II ^— »■ 



* The u£on Horos, See before, p. Wi. 
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newdl of the £9tyor of Christ ; and he sent the 
Mon Saviour J or JesWj to her assistance. This 
Mon separated the passions of Achamoth from 
her, and mingled them with and united them 
to primitive matter. Mingled with this, thej 
became the essential forms of matter. At the 
same time, her yearning after Christ gave be-* 
ing to the substance of all souls, considered as 
not spiritual, but as rational. We hare no word 
in English proper to describe this substance. 
I shall, therefore, denote it by a term borrowed 
directly from its epithet in Greek,^ and call 
it " psychical.'^ t 

In this manner the elements of things were 
formed by the Mon Saviour, who is accord* 
ingly, in one sense, to be considered as the 
maker of the visible universe; the Valentmi* 
ans api^jring to him the words of St. Paul, — 
"For by him were all things created, visible 
and invisible." Achamoth, in the mean time, 
had brought forth a substance of the same 
essence with herself, that is, spiritual. Thus 
three sorts of substances now existed without 
the Pleroma, — spiritual, psychical, and material. 
The Saviour gave instructions to Achamoth 



t Cn^irorth otw tbe epithet " soulish." 

TOL. III. 31 
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how to proceed in the work of creation, and 
departed. 

Again left alone, she found herself unaUe 
to give form to the spiritual substance which 
she had produced. Taking therefore the psy- 
chical, she fashioned the immediate Creator of 
the world, the god of the Jews. Under the 
secret direction of his mother, of whose exist- 
ence he was ignorant, and of whose guidance 
he was unconscious, he became the former 
of all animal and material things, the God 
and Father of the new creation. Through the 
operation of Achamoth, instructed by the .£on 
Saviour^ there resulted a cOTrespondence be- 
tween the things without and those within 
the Pleroma ; Achamoth, herself, correspond- 
ing to the Infinite Being, and the Creator^ to 
the Only Son. 

The Creator made seven heavens,* each 
informed by an angel ; he himself animating 
one, as I conceive, and being over all. There 
can be little doubt (as I have before observ- 
ed f), that, in the conception of these seven 
heavens animated by angels, we find the com- 
mon philosophical notion of the ancients re- 
specting the seven heavenly bodies of our sys- 

* Olpttpave. t See before, p. 99. 
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tem, which they regarded as the glorious ve- 
hicles oi divine intelligences ruling over tlie 
afiairs of this world. But the Valentinians 
likewise considered those seven angels, togeth- 
er with Achamoth, as corresponding to die first 
Ogdoad of die JEons.* 

Achamodi now dwelt in ^^ the Middle Space '' 
(perhaps the orb of the fixed stars) between 
the new heavens of the Creates and die Ple- 
roma. The Creator was ignorant of the ex- 
istence of any beings of a higher order than 
himself. Having only a psychical, not a spu*- 
itual, nature, he wanted power to comprehend 
what was spiritual. He fancied himself the 
origin of all things, the only God ; and thus 
announced himself by his propheta of the Old 
Testament, through whom he said, — ^< I am 
God, and beside me there is no other." f 

I pass over the account given by Irenaeus 
of the notions of Ptolemy respecting the for^ 
mation of the Devil, which we have before ad- 
verted to, and found occasion to regard as 
essentially incorrect.} 



* In tbiB paragraph I depart, in some particnlan, too unimpor^ 
tant to be dwelt upon, from the words of Irenaos, and give what, 
I suppose, must, from the natore of the case, hare been the mean- 
ing of Ptolemy. 

t See before, pp. 5, 6. % See before, p. 59, seqq* 
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We come, dierefore, next to die creatioii of 
Adam. First, an earthy substance was fcHrmed 
bj die CreatcNT, not, howerer, of the dust of 
the earth, but of invisible, floating matter. 
This was a soul^ or principle of life, similar 
to that of brutes. Into this yehide the Cre- 
ator breathed a rational (psychical) soul of 
the same essence with himself ; and the whole 
was afterward clothed widi a coyering of flesh, 
a body formed <^ the earth. But into the 
rational soul which proceeded from the Cre- 
ator, Achamoth, unknown to him, infiised a 
p(ntion of the spiritual substance whidi she had 
produced, a leaven of immortality, a spirit. 

From Adam, thus formed, proceeded three 
races of men, corresponding to the three parts 
of his incorporeal nature; the earthy and ir- 
rational, as Cain ; the psychical, or rational, as 
Abel ; and the qnrttual, as Seth ; the spiritual 
principle being alwajrs derived from Acha- 
moth. The first are, from their nature, des- 
tined to perish; the second have the power 
of choice, and, as they incline themselvM to 
good or evil, may be saved or lost ; the last, as 
spiritual, are secure of obtaining the blessed- 
ness of the Pleroma. To this class the theo- 
sophic Gnostics regarded themselves as belong- 
ing. From their spiritual nature, which was 
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superkxr to that of the Creator, they were capa- 
Ue of understanding the mysteries which they 
tanght, and of which he bad been ignorant. 
Other Christians belonged to the second class. 
These were to attain salyation by simple faith 
and good works. 

In reference, I suppose, to the communica- 
tion by Achamoth of the spiritual priocipie to 
men, by which they became inspired, the name 
"Holy Spirit'' was given her by the Valen- 
tinians. 

To remedy die disorders and evils of which 
he himself was sensible, the Creator had de- 
termined to send a Saviour. Him he had 
predicted by the Jewish prophets. But to 
restxMre the order of the universe, a higher 
interposition was necessary than that of the 
Creator. At the baptism of his Christ, the 
^£on Samour descended into him in the form 
c^ a dove, and became the true Saviour of the 
world. 

In the consummation of the {uresent state 
of things, Achamoth will be restored to the 
Pleroma; and the Creator will take her pres- 
ent seat, " the Middle Space." The spiritual, 
or rather their spirits^ divested oi their somlsj 
will enter the Pleroma, and be united as brides 
to the angels attendant on the .£on Saviour. 
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The rational (psychical), who have secured 
their salvation by faith and good works, will 
enter the future realm of the Creator, where, 
likewise, the souls of the spiritual will remain. 

From the first, those souls which had re- 
ceived the spiritual seed, implanted by Acha- 
moth, had mantfested their supericmty over 
all others* Though the Creator was ignorant 
of the cause of their excellence, they were 
objects of his peculiar favor. He constituted 
them prophets, priests, and kings. Thus the 
words uttered by his prophets (the Jewish 
jNTophets) did not all proceed from the Crea- 
tor; that spiritual principle, which he could 
not give, spoke in them. Their declarations, 
therefore, are to be divided into two classes, 
according to the source from which they pro- 
ceeded. In like manner, the words uttered 
by the man Jesus sometimes proceeded firom 
the iSon Saviaufj sometimes from the spiritual 
principle derived from Achamoth, and sometimes 
from the Creator. 

But, though the operations of the sfnritual 
principle in men had been remarked by the 
Creator before the descent of the .£on Saviour 
from the Pleroma, and though he had been 
moved by these appearancesi yet he treated 
them with neglect, and imagined various causes 
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for tbe effects pn>daced. "When, however, 
the Saviour came, he learned all things from 
him, and, with his whole attendant host, joy- 
fully welcomed him. The Creator was tjji- 
fied by the Centurion in the Gospel, who says 
to the Saviour, For I also have soldiers and 
servants under my authority j and they do what 
I command. He will carry on the govern- 
ment of the world, as long as is requisite, 
especially for the purpose of taking charge 
of the Church; and likewise with a view to 
the reward prepared for him, with which he 
has been made acquainted, a removal into the 
place where his mother dwells.'' The Valen- 
tinians also affirmed, ^^ that Simeon, who took 
Christ in his arms and gave thanksy and said^ 
Lord, now dost thou dismiss thy servant in 
peace, according to thy word, was a type of 
the Creator, who, upon the coming of the 
Saviour, was made aware of his own future 
translation, and gave thanks to the Unknown 
God."* 



* The words abore quoted aie taken from Irenmu, Lib. L c. 7. 
§ 4. pp. 34, 36 ; and Lib. I. o. 8. § 4. p. 40. Tertnllian giyes the 
same statement, Adrers. Valentin, c. 28. p. 960. It oorre^Mnds, 
likewise, with what Origen (Comment, in Joan. T. 13. 0pp. FV. 
p. 974, seqq.) has quoted from the Yalentinian, Heradeon, and 
with what is ibond in the Doctrina Orientalis (§§ 69-66). I re- 
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After what has been ab^eadj said, die scheme 
ex|dained in this Chapter affinrds no occasion 
for anj particular remark. But it may be 
observed, that the Valentinians adduced in its 
support many passages from the Gospels and 
Epistles, in which, after the fashion of theb 
day, they found a hidden sense. Of the man- 
ner in which they used such passages the ap- 
plication of those just quoted afibrds a favor- 
able specimen. 

We have, thus, gone over those opinions of 
the theosophic Gnostics which it is necessary 
to consider apart. We will next attend to the 
opinions both of the theosophic Gnostics, and 
oi the Marcionites, concerning the person of 
Christ, which may best be viewed in connec- 
tion with each other. 

fer to these authorities, because the aeoonot of Moeheim, in his 
Commentazii de Rebus Christianoram, which is similar to that 
giyen by him in his Ekxslesiastical History, is altogether erroneous. 
After speaking in the former work (p. 384) of the union of die 
.£on Jesus with Christ (the Christ of the Creator) he says : — 
" This diTine man strenuously attacked tl^e tyranny of the Creator 
of the World and his associates, by discourses, miracles, and in- 
TeetiTes ; and taught men the knowledge of the Supreme Divinr 
ity, and the means of procuring the salvation of that seul in which 
are the senses and lusts. Exasperated by this, the Architaet of 
the World caused him to be apprehended and crucified." — See 
before, p. 8, note. 



CHAPTER IX. 

ON THE OPINIONS OP THB GNOSTICS CONCERNING THE 

PERSON OF CHRIST. 

The Gnostics generally believed that Christ 
had not a proper body of flesh and blood. 
This belief, as I have already said, was a 
consequence of their opinion respecting the 
evil nature of the body.* A proper human 
body was thought by them inconsistent with 
the perfect purity of the Saviour. But the 
Marcionites and theosophic Gnostics, while 
they agreed in this fundamental doctrine, dif- 
fered in their other opinions respecting his 
person. 

The nativity of Christ was denied by Mar- 
cion. He regarded it as wholly unworthy of 
the Divine Saviour to have passed through all 
the circumstances attendant on birth and in- 
fancy.! Christ, according to him, was the 
Son, the Spirit, the Power, the Messenger, 



* See before, p. 59. 

t TertoHian. Adyen. Maiden. Lib. III. o. 11. pp. 402, 403. 
De Came CbriBti, c. 4. p. 309. 
▼ou III. 32 
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the Christ, of the Unknown God.* The gos- 
pel used by Marcion was that of Luke mu- 
tilated by him ; f and, rejecting all the pre- 
vious history, he began with the appearance 
of the Saviour in the synagogue at Caperna- 
um. He was then manifested in this infe- 
rior world, not a man, but a divine being.} 
His apparent body was a mere phantom. A 
human body, besides its corrupt nature, must 
have been derived from the Creator, with whom 
Marcion (unlike the theosophic Gnostics) main- 
tained that his Christ had nothing in com- 
mon. He taught, that the Creator had prom- 
ised to his peculiar people, the Jews, a Mes- 
siah of his own ; but that the advent of this 
Messiah had been anticipated, and his place 
preoccupied, by the manifestation of the Un- 
known God in Christ.^ 

Apelles, a disciple of Marcion, though he 
denied the nativity of Christ, held that he 
had a real, but not a human, body.|| So far 

* Tertullian. Adyen. Marcion. Lib. IQ. c. 3. p. 397. lab. IV. 
c. 31. p. 436. 

t See Additional Note, C. 

% Tertullian. Adrers. Marcion. lab. FV. c. 7. pp. 416, 417. 
o.31.p«436. 

^ See before, p. 9. 

I Tertollian. De Came Christi, c. 6. p. 311. Advers. Marcion. 
lab. m. c. 11. p. 403. 
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as we may conclude from our imperfect in- 
formation, the generality of the theosophic 
Gnostics admitted, in like manner, the real- 
ity of his body, and, with this, his nativity 
also in a certain sense. Many of them ap- 
pear to have adopted the essential features of 
a scheme often brought into view by Irenaeus.* 
According to this scheme, the Mon Saviour 
(who, it is to be remembered, was also called 
Christ) descended from the Pleroma into the 
Messiah of the Creator, the seeming man 
Jesus, at the baptism of the latter, and through 
him announced the Unknown God. In speak- 
ing of this complex being, the .£on seems 
to have been commonly called Christ; the 
man, Jestts. Jesus having been intended by 
the Creator for his Messiah, his body had been 
prepared, in a wonderful manner, of the psy- 
chical substance, so as to be free from all 
the impurities of matter. His sotd was de- 
rived firom the Creator; but there was a spir- 
itusd principle within him (a spirit) furnished 
by Achamoth. As regards his nativity, he 
passed through Mary, his mother, as water 

• Cont. Heres. lab. I. o. 6. § 1. pp. 98, 20. c. 7. § 3. pp. 39, 
33. c. 9. $ 3. p. 45. Lib. m. c 9. § 9. p. 176. c. 9. § 3. p. 184. 

c. 10. M* P* 1^* c- 11* ^^ 1> 3i '^' PP* 188-190. c. 16. p. 904, 
■eqq. 
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through a conduit, without receiving any thing 
from her substance. When taken before Pi- 
late, the iSon Christ left hini. The spirit fur- 
nished by Achamoth likewise left him at his 
crucifixion ; and only the psychical part <^ 
the complex Saviour, the body and soul of 
Jesus, sufiered. 

• The opinion of the theosophic Gnostics ccm- 
cerning die body of Christ, as not a proper 
human body, though one capable of suffering, 
was an hypothesis in no way affecting the 
historical accounts of him. But it may be 
thought that the doctrine of the Marcionites, 
who conceived of his apparent body as a phan- 
tom, must have led them to reject much that 
is related in the Gospels. 

As I have mentioned, Marcion denied die 
nativity of Jesus, and rejected, in consequence, 
the first three chapters of Luke's Gospel, the 
only gospel which he used. But he did not 
call in question the actions, miracles, and ap- 
parent sufferings of Christ, as recorded by the 
Evangelist. He viewed diose accounts as a 
true narrative of what appeared to the senses 
of men. Regarding the supposed prophecies 
of the Old Testament concerning the Jewish 
Messiah as inapplicable to the true Christ, he 
relied on his miracles alone as proof of his 
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divine authority. In his view, no order in 
soccessiye dispensations of the Supreme God, 
no preparation for the coming of his Christ, 
was required. "You affirm," says Tertullian, 
"that no order of that sort was necessary, as 
he was immediately to prove himself by facts, 
by the evidence of his powers, to be the son 
and messenger and Christ of God."* Marcion, 
likewise, received the accounts of the cruci- 
fixion, death, and resurrection of Christ, equally 
with the accounts of the transactions of his 
ministry. His admission of the truth of this 
part of the Grospel history is often referred to 
by Tertullian. Marcion, indeed, reasoned from 
it to prove that the Christ in whom he be- 
lieved was not the Messiah who had been 
promised to the Jews by their Creator-god ; 
"denying that it had been predicted that the 
Christ of the Creator should suffer on the cross, 
and arguing further, that it was not credible 
that the Creator should subject his son to that 
kind of death on which he had himself pro- 
nounced a curse ; sa3dng. Cursed is every one 
who has hung on woodJ^ f 

* AdyeiB. Marcion. Lib. HI. c. 3. p. 397. 

t Ibid. lab. m. 0. la p. 407. — The quotation from the Old 
Testament, which I giye confonnably to the words in Tertollian 
(Makdictus omnis qui pependerit in ligno), is to be found in 



174 EVIDENCES OF THE 

In different passages, Tertullian insists that 
there was no reason why Marcion should deny 
the nativity of- Christ, on the ground of its 
being unworthy of the divine nature to be bom, 
seeing that he admitted his crucifixion.* Re- 
ferring to, and misapplying, the words of St 
Paul (to which, as I have before said,t he 
often appealed), ^^ God has chosen the foolish 
things of this world to confound the wise," he 
maintains that it was not more foolish, in the 
view of human wisdom, for a divine being to be 
bom than to be cmcified. According to Mar- 
cion, he says,t "the nativity of Christ is dis- 
honorable to God, and unworthy of the Son of 
God, and foolish." "But Gody^ he replies, 
" has chosen the foolish things of the world to 
confound the wise " ; and he then proceeds to 
speak thus of the cmcifixion. 

" Clearly, there are other things as foolish, 
relating to the contumely and sufferings en- 
dured by the divine nature. Or shall I call it 
agreeable to reason, that a divine being should 



Denteronomy xxi. 33. This passage is also used by St. Paul, 
Galatians iii. 13. 

* Besides the passage to be immediately quoted, see Advers. 
Maroioiu Lib. IIL c 11. p. 403. 

t See Vol. n. pp. 256-259. 

% De Came Christi, capp. 4, 5. pp. 300, 310. 
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be crucified ? * Expunge this, too, Marcion ; 
or, rather, expunge this in the first place. For 
which is more unworthy of a divine being, 
which is more shamefiil, to be bom, or to die ? 
to bear about flesh, or to bear a cross ? to 
be circumcised, or to be pierced with nails? 
to be brought forth, or to be buried? to be 
laid in a manger, or in a tomb? You would 
be wiser, if you disbelieved all this likewise. 
But you will not be wise, unless you become 
a fool to the world by believing the foolish 
things of God. Have you spared the account 

* '< Snnt plane et alia tarn stolta que pertineiit ad oontumeliaa 
et paarioDes dei. Ant pradentiam dicam [non dicant] deum cru- 
dfixnm ? " •— To translate the word deus by our word Chd, in 
these and subsequent passages of this extract, would be imputing 
to Tertullian a sense which he would haye regarded with horror. 
See his work Adversus Praxeam, passim. See also Vol. n. 
p. 252, seqq. — " Sermo Dei," says Tertullian, *'deus, quia ex 
Deo, non tamen ipse ex quo est." <* The Logos of Grod is a 
Some being [verbally Grod] because he is from Grod, yet he is 
not that being from whom he is." Advers. Praxeam, c. 26. 
p. 615. 

It was with very indeterminate, inconsistent, and changing con- 
ceptions, that Tertullian, and the other early fiithers, applied the 
name god to the Logos or Christ, whom, as a person, they re- 
garded as far inferior to Grod. But they gave him this name on 
the ground of his being an attribute of Grod, his deriving, as a 
person, his substance from Grod, and his acting as the minister 
and representatiTe of God. I have had occasion elsewhere 
(Statement of Reasons, pp. 280, 281) to advert to this subject. 
See Additional Note, D. 
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of the sufferings of Christ, because, bemg a 
phantom, he felt them not? I have afareadj 
said, that he might equally submit to the 
empty indignities of an imaginaiy birth and 
infancy.'' * 

* Though it is not necessary to my purpose, I am tempted to 
pursue the quotation a little farther. The passage is a remark- 
able one. Tertullian goes on thus : -> « But now answer me this, 
destroyer of the Truth ! Was not the divine Saviour reaUy cru- 
cified ? Did he not really die, as he was really crucified t Was 
he not really raised again to life, as he reaUy died ? Did Paul 
falsely determine to know nothing among us but Jesus crucified? * 
Did he falsely teach that he was buried, and fidsely insist on his 
resurrection? Then our faith is false; and all we hope firom 
Christ a phantom. Most wicked of men ! Excuser of deicides ! 
For Christ sufifered nothing from his enemies, if he did not leally 
suffer. Spare the only hope of the world, thou destroyer of the 
necessary dishonor of the Faith.-!- Whatever was unworthy of a 
divine being was for my good. I am safe, if I am not ashamed 
of my Lord. Of him, he says, who has been ashamed of me wiU 
I be ashamed. Fortunate in my want of shame,^ h^>py in my 
folly, I find nothing else which can put me to the blush. The 
Son of God was bom ; $ — it is shameful, and, therefore, I am 

* Rigault gives this sentence thus : — " Falso ergo statuit inter nos 
scire Paulus tantum Jesum cnicifizum." Instead of ** Falso ergo 
statoit," I adopt the reading *' Falso statuit," and understand this and 
the following sentence at interrogative. 

t Rigault's text is, — "Quid destruis necesBsrium dedecus fidei ? ** 
Instead of «* Quid destruis," I adopt the reading «*qui destruis,** with- 
out an interrogation. 

t For ** bene imprudentem,'* I adopt the reading ** bene impuden- 
tem.** 

§ For " Crucifixus est Dei filius,*' I adopt the trading " Natns est 
Dei filius." 
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BivoRE quitting diis sutgect, we will take 
notice of a remarkable passage of Origen, in 

not aahame^ of it. And the Soa of Crod died ; «^it ia nltogetber 
credible, because it is absurd. And he was bi^ed <uid rose 
again ; -* it is certain, because it is impossible." 

The meaning of Tertqllian in the last sentences may be thus 
eiqplained. Qod, he argues, has, through the Apqatle,, avowsd 
that he has chosen what is foolish in the tIcw of men to confound 
the wise. Do you, then, refuse to admit the nativity of Christ, 
because it may seem to you dishonorable ibr the Son of God, the 
Divine Saviour, to be bom ? Or is his real cmcifiiion to be dis- 
believed, because it may appear absurd to men to assert that such 
a being died ? Or is the proper fact of his resurrection to be re- 
jected, because it may appear impossible to men that a dead body 
should return to life ! On the contrary, these things, induding 
lus nativity, are in truth the foolish things which God has spoken 
of as characteristic of his dispensation. I believe them the more 
firmly, because, so far as they seem to men dishonorable, foolish, 
and impossible, so ftr they coincide with the avowed purpose of 
God. They bear the very character which he has ascribed to the 
means used by him to confi>nnd the wise. What are those fool- 
ish things, Tertullian asks immediately befi»re, to which the words 
of the Apostle may apply ? ** The conversion of men to the woi^ 
ship of the true God? the rejection of error 1 the forming of men to 
zighteousness, chastity, patience, mercy, innocence ? ^^ These ^X0 
not foolish things. Search out what the Apostle referred to, immI 
if you have reason to suppose that you have Ibund it, th^n it will 
DO longer seem fbohsh to you to believe * that a divipe beipg was 
bom, and born of a virghoi, and with a body of flesh.'^ 

The words, '* Certum est, quia impossibile," <* It is certain, be- 
cause it is impossible," have been often quoted, with soi9e change 
('* Credo, quia impossibile," ^* I believe, because it is impoesi- 

* For **qoa «rit lam stultnm qusm eredere," I adopt the veading, 
** non erit jam stnlium crsdsM." 
VOL. III. 33 
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which he in some degree countenances an 
opinion quite as extraordinary, to say the least, 
as that of the Marcionites. It is found in 
the Latin translation of his Commentaries on 
Matthew.* But there can be no reasonable 
doubt that it was originally written by him, 
not interpdated by his translator. He is com- 
menting on the fact, that Judas, when be- 
tra3ring his master, pointed him out by a kiss 
to those who accompanied him; the fact be- 
ing considered by Origen as impljdng that 
they might not otherwise have known his per- 
son.f His words, considerably abridged, are 
as follows : — 
<<A tradition has come down to us, that 



ble "), ironicaUy, with a cast of ridicnle on Tertollian. In the 
last sentences adduced from him, his vehement eloquence has 
broken down the common barriers of language ; but it seems to be 
treating him hardly, to give a verbal meaning to his overbold 
and very concise expressions, in order to convert them into 
absurdities. 

The whole passage is one of the many, before referred to 
(See pp. 146, 147), in which he, Justin Martyr, and Irencus 
express clearly and strongly their belief of the sufierings of the 
Logos. 

* Series Comment, in Matth. ^ 100. 0pp. m. 906. 

f Many of them probably did not know his person, as Jesus 
during his ministry was but very little, comparatively, at Jerusa- 
lem ; others might not readily have distinguished him by the light 
of the moon, mingled with that of torches and lanterns. 
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Jesus had not only two forms, that in which 
he was seen by all, and that in which he was 
seen by his disciples at his transfiguration ; 
but that he appeared to every one in the form 
of which he was worthy ; and that (at times) 
when present, he appeared to all like another 
person.* Thus he resembled the manna, which 
had a different taste for different individuals, 
accommodated to every man's liking.f And 
this tradition does not seem to me incredible. 
But if it were so, we may explain why the 
multitude who accompanied Judas, though 
they had often seen Jesus, nevertheless need- 
ed some one familiar with him to point him 
out to them, on account of the changes of 
his form." 

This extraordinary tradition does not ap- 
pear to have dwelt on the mind of Origen ; 
for he never elsewhere mentions it in his re- 
maining works; but it presents a conception 
that may seem even stranger than that of the 
Marcicmites.t The passage, however, well de- 



* " Sed etiam unicuiqae apparebat secnndam quod faeiat dig- 
11118. Et earn fmsset ipse, quasi non ipse omnibus yidebatur." 

f This notion respecting the manna was derived by Origen 
firom what is said in the Wisdom of Solomon, ch. xvi. SO, 21. 

X The stoiy referred to by Origen is likewise mentioned by 
Photius (in the ninth century), as having been found by him in a 
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serves attention ; especially in connection with 
their doctrine, — which existed before the mid-- 
die of the second century. Taken together, 
they serve to show with what faUes and strange 
imaginations the history of Jesos would hate 
been minted, had it not, at an early period, 
been fixed in its tme f<»rm by the authentk 
records of his contemporary disciples. They 
are among those collateral evidences (hereafter 
to be discussed) which, taken done, aSsxd 
irresistiUe proof that the Gospels were not 
compilations of a later period than that assigned 
for their origin. If tl^ histories of Christ had 
been founded upon traditions existing among 
the Gentile Christians after their separation 
from the Jewish Christians, that is, after the 
apostolic age ; then, instead of bearing the 
character which they now have, they would 
have been not only irreconcilable with each 
other, but disfigured by such trawiitions as that 
preserved by Origen, and such conceptions as 
that of Marcion^ The growth of fieUdes re- 
specting our Saviour, which was blasted by 



book called *< Ciiouits (lUplodoi) of the Apostlee," professedly 
writtaa by an author of the name of Leacius Charinns. In that 
book it was coimected with the optnion of the Maicionites, aai 
sabsequently of the Manichfleanft, that the apparent body of Cfacist 
was only a phanlom. Photii Bibliotheca, ool. 20S. £d. Sehetti. 
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the existence of the Gospels, would have been 
rank without it ; and each compiler of a his- 
tory would have selected from relations true 
or false what was accommodated to his own 
belief or imaginations respecting Christianity 
and its founder. Marcion, for example, instead 
of mutilating, as he did, the Gospel of Luke, 
and using that alone, would have constructed 
a gospel of his own, much more favorable to 
his opinions than any thing he could derive 
from Luke. 

We will next consider what were the views 
of the Gnostics concerning the general design 
of Christianity, or, in other words, the pur- 
pose of the interposition of the True God by 
Christ 



CHAPTER X. 

ON THB OPINIONS OF THB GNOSTICS RESPECTING THE DE- 
SIGN OF CHRISTIANITY. 

The subject of this Chapter, however unpor- 
tant to be attended to, in order that we may 
form a correct estimate of the Gnostics, requires 
little explanation or discussion. It does not 
appear that the Christian Gnostics, as a body, 
differed essentially from the catholic Christians 
in their general views of the design of Chris- 
tianity. We, accordingly, have no remains of 
any controversy between the two parties con- 
cerning this subject. 

It may, or may not, be regarded as a qualifi- 
cation of these remarks, that the theosophic 
Gnostics were distinguished from the catholic 
Christians by maintaining the doctrine of the 
natural division of men into three classes, one 
secure of future blessedness in the Pleroma, 
another to be rewarded or punished by the 
Creator according to their deserts, and the third 
formed to perish.* But they ascribed (I speak 

* See before, p. 164. 
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of the more respectable and sober of their 
number) a moral efficacy, and, as far as appears, 
a moral efficacy alone, to the Christian dispensa- 
tion. It was, in their view, a manifestation of 
the Unknown God, of the True God, to reveal 
himself and his purposes to men, to deliver 
them from the power of mcnral evil, and to form 
" the spiritual " and " the rational " (psychical) 
for the happiness of which they were respective- 
ly capable. 

The doctrine, that " the spiritual " were, by 
their nature, secure of future blessedness, was 
undoubtedly liable to be greatly abused; and, 
considering the condition of the times, we have 
no reason to doubt that in many iildividuals it 
led to such irregularities as were charged on the 
theosophic Gnostics. Doctrines different from 
it in form, but the same in effect, have prevailed 
in modem times ; and in periods of great ex- 
citement, as in Germany at the time of the Ref- 
ormation, and among the fanatics in England 
in the seventeenth century, they have been fol- 
lowed by like disastrous consequences. But, 
during ordinary seasons, other principles and 
other influences, acting upon the minds of those 
by whom they are held, oppose and control their 
dangerous tendency. 

It does not appear that the Marcionites 
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adopted the notion of die theosophic Grnostics 
concerning the naturd division of men into 
three classes. This world diey regarded as 
evil ; its niler as of a character diverse froniy 
and, in some respects, contrary to, that of the 
Supreme God; and aH connection with it 
through the pleasures of the senses as polluting. 
In dMT view, the Supreme God had interposed 
to enable men to deliver themselves from the 
realm of the Creator, and to attain to a far 
better state. This deliverance was to be efiect- 
ed by cultivating their spiritual nature, by the 
practice of Christian virtue, and, especially, fay 
what, in their opinion, £3rmed an essential part 
of it, ascetic morality, and an abstmeDce from 
vrorldly pleasures. Thus were men to separate 
themselves from the world and its ruler. The 
Good (jFod did not punish ; but with regard to 
the final lot of those not admitted to his sfMrit- 
udi vrarld, our information is too imperfect to 
enable us to complete the scheme of Marcion. 

The belief of the theosophic Gnostics, that 
the .£on Christ left the man Jesi» before his 
crucifixion, and that of the Marcionites, that 
the seeming body of Christ was a phantom, 
incapable of suffering, make it evident that 
they could have had no noticm oi the doctrine 
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of Atonement as it appears in modem creeds, a 
doctrine which theologians hare represented as 
the distinguishing feature of Christianity. But 
on this sul^ect there was no controrersy be- 
tween them and the early catholic Christians, 
to whom the doctrine was equally unknown. 

The theosophic Gnostics have been compared 
with those religionists in our own times, who 
maintain that the objects of faith may be felt, 
or may be discerned, by each individual mind, 
without the aid of Revelation, the belief in 
which they consequently reject. But the spirit- 
ual intuition, claimed by the Gnostics for them- 
selves alone, had no agreement with this doc- 
trine. It corresponds rather to the exclusive 
pretension to a supernatural faith, which many 
other Christian sects have set up since their 
time. From those modem religionists the 
Gnostics were likewise very widely separated 
by the fundamental distinction, that they recog- 
nized in Christianity a character altogether su- 
pernatural. They regarded it as a manifesta- 
tion of the Supreme God, in which his glory 
had, for the first time, irradiated this lower 
world; — as a miraculous interposition of the 
most extraordinary character. They were, there- 
fore, as strongly distinguished as any Christians 

▼OU III. 34 
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from all those speculatists who reject the belief 
that Christianity is a revelation from God. 

But how was it possible that the Gnostics 
could reconcile their peculiar doctrines with the 
teachings of Christ? This is a question to 
which we will attend in the next Chapter. 



CHAPTER XI. 

OF THE NANNER IN WHICH THE GNOSTICS RECONCILED 
THEIR DOCTRINES WITH CHRISTIANITT. 

In comparing the peculiar doctrines of the 
Gnostics Mdth the teaching of Christ, as record- 
ed in the Grospels, or with the Christian Scrip- 
tures generally, the question naturally arises, 
How could they imagine those doctrines to have 
been taught by the Master whom they professed 
to follow, or identify them in any way with 
Christianity ? We may, at first view, be inclined 
strongly to suspect that they held the conunon 
histories of Christ, and the other books of the 
New Testament, in no esteem; and to adopt 
the inference of Gibbon, that ^^ it was impossi- 
ble that the Gnostics could receive our present 
Gospels." * 

But, on further attention to the subject, we 
may perceive that there is nothing peculiar in 
the case of the Gnostics. Their systems have 
long been obsolete; they are foreign from our 

• See Vol. n. p. 12. 
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thoughts and imaginations; and in comparing 
them with the systems of other sects, we are 
apt to measmre their relative distance from 
Christianity by their relative distance from the 
forms of Christian belief with which we are 
familiar. Of opinions equally false, those with 
which we have long been acquainted seem to us 
much less extraordinary than such as are newly 
presented to our minds. In inquiring, therefore, 
how the Gnostics could mistake their doctrines 
for the doctrines of Christianity, the first con&od- 
eration to be attended to is the fact, that their 
mistake was not greater than that which has 
been committed by a large majority of the pro- 
fessed disciples of Christ. The faidi of the 
whole Christian world for ten centuries before 
the Ref(Nrmation had no advantage over that 
of the Gnostics, in being more accordant with 
reason and Christianity. The gross literal 
errors and absurdities, maintained by the Catho- 
lics of this period, are in as strong contrast with 
the truths of our religion, as the mystic extrava- 
gances of the early heretics. The system by 
which the Catholic faith was supplanted among 
Protestants, with its doctrines concerning the 
threefold personality of God, and concerning 
God's government of his creatures; with its 
representations of the totally depraved nature, 
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capable only of moral eril, with which he brings 
men into being ; with its scheme of redemption 
required by mim's utter misery and helplessness; 
its infinite satisfaction to the justice of God the 
Fatheri made by the sufferings of God the Son ; 
and its ^^ horriUe decrees," * may, perhaps, ap- 
pear to a rational believer of the |Nresent day to 
stand in as open and direct opposition to Chrb- 
tianity as the systems of the leading Gnostics. 
Or, to come down to a later period, the hypoth- 
eses and expositions by which the Gnostics rec* 
onciled their conceptions with the declarations 
of Christ and his Apostles could not, as many 
will think, be more irrational and extravagant 
than the hjrpotheses and expositions of that 
modem school of German thedogians who, ad- 
mitting the authenticity of the Gospels, find 
nothing supernatural in the history, but explain, 
as conformable to the common laws of nature, 
events which, according to their theory, have, 
from the time of their occurrence to the present 

* I borrow the ezpreesioD from a well-known passage of 
Calvin. " Unde factum est, ut tot gentes una cum liberis eorum 
inflmtilms tttemn moiti involveret lapsus Ads absque remedio, 

nisi quia Deo ita visum est? Decretmn quidem horribile 

giteor." — ** Whence is it, that the fall of Adam involved so 
many nations with their infant children in eternal death, without 

remedy, except that it so seemed good to God ? It is a 

horrible decree, I confess." Institat. lib. m. c. 93. § 7. 
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day, been mistaken for miracles. I refer to the 
opinions of large bodies of Christians, or of 
men claiming to be called Christians; and to 
speculations which have been defended by such 
as were, or have been reputed to be, learned and 
able. It is not necessary to pursue the illustra- 
tion by adverting to the doctrines of smaller 
sects. I will only observe further, as the case 
seems to me particularly analogous, that the 
disciples of Swedenborg are believers in our re- 
ligion, that they have their full share of the 
Christian virtues, and that they have reckoned 
among their number men of more than common 
powers of mind ; while he who rejects the sys- 
tems both of Ptolemy and of Swedenborg will 
probably think that there is no reason for pre- 
ferring one to the other, on account of its being 
the more rational faith, or having a better foun- 
dation in the Gospels. 

Whatever opinions a thinking man may en- 
tertain of Christianity, or of religion unconnect- 
ed with Christianity, when he compares them 
with those which have existed, or are exist- 
ing, among mankind, he will find himself in a 
small minority. Whoever may really have at- 
tained to the 

^'bene munita, 

^' Edita doctrin& sapientum, templa serena," 
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to the serene temples^ well fortified^ built up by 
the learning of the wise^ 

" Despicere unde qneas alios, passimque Tidere 
Errare atque Tiam palenteis qtuerere vits," 

wiU assuredly not find them thronged; and, 
from their height, he will see not a few others 
wandering in errors as extravagant as those of 
the Gnostics. 

Such have, for many centuries, been the 
doctrines of the larger portion of the professed 
followers of Christ, that Faith has been formally 
disconnected from Reason ; and reason, or, as 
the term is usually qualified, human reason, has 
been represented as its dangerous enemy. 
From the time of the Gnostics to our own, there 
has always been a very numerous class, com- 
posed of individuals who have held different 
and opposite tenets, but who have all in com- 
mon appealed, in some form or other, to an in- 
ward sense, a spiritual discernment, infallible 
in its perceptions, surpassing the powers of 
the understanding, and superseding their use. 
^^ The natural man," says St. Paul, meaning the 
unconverted, him who rejected revelation, "re-r 
ceives not the truths of the spirit of God ; for 
they are foolishness to him, and he cannot 
know them ; because they are spiritually dis- 
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cemed";* that is to saj, sjHritoal things, the 
truths taught by Christianity, are to be discerned 
only through the light which Christianity affords. 
But the words of the Apostle were early per- 
verted by the theosophic Gnostics ; f and there 
are none that have been more coounonly or more 
mischievously abused* One main occasion of 
the existence, not only of the Gnostics, but of 
other sects of religionists, has been the vanity of 
belonging to a spiritual aristocracy, from which 
good sense, learning, and rational piety only 
form a ground of exclusion. Those Gnostics, 
with their pretence to spiritual discernment, had 
no more difiiculty than later sects in finding 
what they looked for in the teachings of Christ. 

The ease with which different parties among 
Christians have discovered apparent support for 
doctrines the most irrational has been essentially 
connected with a fundamental error respecting 
the nature of those writings which compose 
the Old and New Testaments. Conformably to 
what I have before had occasion to remark, t ^1 
these writings, so different in character and val- 
ue, have been represented as constituting the 



* 1 Corinthians ii. 14. 

t Irensos, Lib. I. c. 8. § 3. p. 39. 

X See VoL II. p. cxcvi. 
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Revelation from God* They have been ascribed 
to God as their proper author ; the human writ- 
ers being considered only as agents under his 
immediate direction. When, therefore, all these 
different writers, with all their imperfect and 
erroneous conceptions, were thus transformed in* 
to infalliUe divine instructers, there is no won* 
der that their words, even if correctly under- 
stood, should a£ford support for many erriHrs. 
But, besides the direct consequence of this fun- 
damental misapprehension, there has been an 
indirect consequence not less important. The 
words contained in the books of the Old and 
New Testaments being regarded as the W(H*ds 
not of men, but of God, the rational {Hinciples 
of interpretation, which would apply to them as 
the words of men, have been set aside. These 
principles would lead us to study the respective 
characters of the authors of those books, and 
the various influences which were acting upon 
them, and to make ourselves acquainted with the 
particular occasion and purpose of their different 
writings, and with the characters, circumstances, 
opinions, errors, and modes of expression of 
, those for whom their writings were immediate- 
ly intended ; and when we had thus enabled 
ourselves, as far as possible, to sympathize with 
them, we should determine their meaning with 

▼OL. III. 35 
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a constant regard to the considerations which 
we had thus grouped together. But such 
knowledge is foreign from the purpose, if the 
books to be explained are not properly the 
works of human authors. It has, accordingly, 
been disregarded. The essential elements and 
rules of a correct interpretation have been neg- 
lected ; and the work of explaining the Scrip- 
tures has been denied to reason and judgment, 
, and delivered over to men's preconceptions, ca- 
prices, imaginations, and spiritual discernment. 
The consequence has been, that in the perform- 
ance of this work we may find all varieties of 
error, from the wildest allegories and Cabalistic 
follies, down to the imposition of verbal mean- 
ings which are verbal or moral absurdities. The 
false modes of interpretation common in their 
day afforded the theosophic Gnostics, as false 
modes of interpretation have afforded later sects, 
a ready means of apparently reconciling their 
opinions with the Scriptures. 

Evert one acquainted with theological con- 
troversy must be familiar with the fact, that, in 
defending doctrines contrary to the teaching 
of Christ, a few texts are seized upon, the 
words of which, when standing alone, admit 
an interpretatioq favorable to those doctrines; 



GENUINENESS OF THE GOSPELS. 196 

and that their defenders, fixing their attention 
on these texts, are able to close their eyes to 
the whole opposing tenor of the New Testa- 
ment But the Gnostics could have been in no 
want of such texts as might readily be accom- 
modated to the support of their fimdamental 
doctrine, that the God of the Jews was not the 
God of Christians. Marcion wrote a work on 
this subject which he entitled ^< Antitheses," 
the main object of which was to point out the 
contrariety between the representations given 
by Christ of his Father and those given of God 
in the Old Testament.* The opposition be- 
tween Christianity and some of the views of 
religion and morals presented in the Penta- 
teuch (which I have had occasion to remark) 
furnished the Gnostics with a storehouse of 
arguments firom Scripture. As regards another 
principal point, the claim set up by the theo- 
sophic Gnostics to be by nature the chosen, or 
the elect, of God, as being the spiritual, they 
could have found no more difficulty in support- 
ing their pretensions firom the New Testament, 
than any of those who, since their day, have 
claimed to be elected as the spiritual through 



^ Tertullian. Adyers. Marcion. Lib. I. c. 19. p. 374. Lib. IV. 
c. 1. p. 413. 0. 6. p. 416. 
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a decree oi God, irrespecdye of any m^ts of 
their own. Similar modes of misinterpretation 
would apply as well in the oae case as the 
other, and furnish a similar harvest of apparent 
proofs. 

Aft£R these general remarks, we will proceed 
to consider more particularly the means by 
which the Gnostics reconciled their doctrines 
with their Christian faith. The inquiry is one 
of particular interest, on account of the proof 
which it aflbrds that the Gnostics had no other 
Gospel-history than that which was common 
to them with the catholic Christians and with 
ourselves ; and that, together with the catholic 
Christians, they used some one, or all, of our 
present Gospels, as the only document or docu- 
ments of any value respecting the ministry of 
Christ. 

In the first place, then, the theosophic Gnos- 
tics, in common with the catholic Christians^ 
applied the allegorical mode of interpretation to 
the New Testament. Neglecting the proper 
meaning of words, they educed from them mys- 
tical senses. Of these, I have already, in the 
course of this work, produced examples; and 
many more are given by their early opponents. 
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particolarlj by Irenens. This afforded a ready 
means of accommodating the language of the 
New Testament to their conceptions. But their 
whole system of interpretation was, besides, ar- 
bitrary, and unsupported by any correct princi^ 
ptes. The vocabulary of the theosophic Gnos- 
tics, like that of other erring sects, conasted, in 
great part, of words from the New Testament, 
on which they had imposed new senses. The 
names oi the .£ons most frequently mentioned 
were borrowed from the New Testament ; and 
as the same name was applied by them to 
different individuals, — - as the name of €rod, (ot 
example, was given both to the Gnostic CreatCNT 
aad to the Supreme Being, and that of Jesus 
both to the Mem so named and to the man Je* 
sus,— it thus became easy for them, on the one 
hand, to find supposed ref(^ences to their theory, 
and, on the other, to explain away much that 
was inconsistent with it. 

Like other false expositors of Scripture, the 
Gnostics detached particular passages from their 
onmection, and infused a foreign meaning into 
the words. Irenseus, after saying that they ap- 
pealed to unwritten tradition as a source of 
their knowledge, goes on to remark, that, 
"twisting, according to the proverb, a rope of 
sand, they endeavour to accommodate in a plan- 



198 EVIDENCES OF THE 

sible manner to their doctrines the parables oi 
the Lord, the declarations of the Prophets, or 
the words of the Apostles, so that their fiction 
may not seem to be without proof. But they 
neglect the order and connection of the Scrip- 
tures, and di^oin, as far as they are able, the 
members of the truth. They transpose and re- 
fashion, and, making one thing out of another, 
they deceive many by a fabricated show of the 
words of the Lord which they put together." * 
The Gnostics, according to him, in thus putting 
together proofs from Scripture, resembled one 
who, taking a mosaic representing a king, should 
separate the stones, and then form them into the 
likeness of a dog or a fox.f He afterwards com- 
pares them to those who made centos from lines 
of Homer, by which some story was told alto- 
gether foreign from any thing in his works, t 
They allowed, he says, that the unknown God, 
and the transactions within the Pleroma, << were 
not plainly declared by the Saviour, because all 
had not capacity to receive such knowledge; 
but, to those who were able to understand them. 



* Ck)iit. Hsres. lib. I. c. 8. $ 1. p. 36. — For ov^/^ in the 
last seDtence, I adopt the reading <fxamurl^ or i^twraaiuxru See 
Massnet's note. 

t Ibid. 

X Lib. I. 0. 9. ^ 4. pp. 45, 46. 
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thej were signified by him mystically and in 
parables." * 

In addition to these modes of interpretation, 
the theosophic Gnostics likewise maintained a 
principle simUar to a fundamental doctrine of 
the Roman Catholics, namely, that religious 
truth could not be learned from the Scriptures 
alone, without the aid of the oral instructions 
of Christ and his Apostles, as preserved by 
tradition. " When," says Irenaeus, " they are 
confuted by proofs from the Scriptures, they 
turn and accuse the Scriptures themselves, 
as if they were not correct, nor of authority ; 
they say that they contain contradictions, and 
that the truth cannot be discovered from them 
by those who are ignorant of tradition. For 
that it was not delivered in writing, but orally ; 
whence Paul said, ^We speak wisdom among 
the perfect, but not the wisdom of this world.' "f 
" The heretics," says TertuUian, " pretend that 
the Apostles did not reveal all things to all, 
but taught some doctrines openly to every one, 
some secretly and to a few only." J What 

* Lib. L 0. 3. § 1. p. 14. Lib. U. c 10. ^ 1. p. 136. Lib. 11. 
c. S7. ^ 2. p. 155. 
t Lib. m. c. 2. § 1. p. 174. 
% De Pnesoriptione HaBretioorum, cap. 25. p. 210. 
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was peculiar in their own doctrines they re« 
garded as that esoteric teaching which had 
come down to them by oral tradition. 

Conformably to this, the Gnostics, in par- 
ticular cases, pointed out certain individuals, 
supposed disciples of the Apostles, firom whom 
their leaders had received their sjrstems. Thus 
Vakntinus was said to have been taught by 
Theodas, an acquaintance of Paul, and Ba- 
silides by Glaucias, a companion of Peter.* 
It would seem, likewise, from a single pas- 
sage in Clement of Alexandria, that the Gnos- 
tics generally boasted that their opinions were 
favored by Matthias,t who was chosen an Apos- 
tle in the place of Judas.t Though the re* 
mark is not made by Clement, yet it is evi- 
dent that this appeal to the authority of a 
particular Apostle — one of whom scarcely 
any thing is now known, and of whom it fol- 
lows that scarcely any thing was known in the 
second century — proves that the Gnostics did 
not appeal with any confidence to the authcnr- 
ity of the other Apostles. 

Irenseus eamesdy opposes the doctrine of a 
secret oral tradition.^ But it was maintained 



• Clement AL Stromat. VIL ^ 17. p. 898. 

t Ibid. p. 900. X Acts L 36. 

§ Cont. Hsies. Lib. HE. eapp. 3 -4. pp. 174 - 179. 
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by Clement as expressly and fully as by the 
Gnostics. It was altogether consistent with 
his conceptions, before explained,* that the 
more recondite truths of philosophy were to 
be exhibited under a veil, and not to be com- 
municated to the generality. This higher 
knowledge, the philosophy of Christianity, to 
which he gave the same name (ywo-t?) which 
the Gnostics gave to their speculations, he sup- 
posed was to be attained only by those who 
were in his view true Gnostics (yvaxTrucoi), that 
is, truly enlightened. The greater number of 
Christians had only simple Faith, faith in the 
essential truths of Christianity, which was suf- 
ficient for them. On this Faith, as its founda- 
tion, all higher knowledge rested.f It was 
the notion of Clement, that the secret wisdom 
of which he speaks was first communicated 
by our Lord to Peter, James, John, and Paul, 
from whom it had been transmitted.} " Our 
Lord," he says, " did not at once reveal to 
many those truths which did not belmig to 
many, but he revealed them to a few to whom 



* See before, p. 87, seqq. 

f See, among many passages to this effect, Stromat. VH. 
pp. 690, 891. 

X Stromat. I. p. S2d. Etiam apnd Enseb. Hist Eocles. Lib. 
n. c. 1. 

VOL. III. 96 
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he knew them to be adapted, who were capa- 
ble of receiving them, and of being conformed 
to them. But secret things, as God [meaning, 
I conceive, philosophical speculations concern- 
ing God], are committed not to writing, but 
to oral discourses." * 

This notion of a secret tradition is not found 
in Justin Martyr, Irenseus, or TertuUian. When 
the two latter speak of tradition, they mean 
that traditionary knowledge of the history and 
doctrines of Christianity which necessarily ex- 
isted among Christians. It is described by 
Irenseus as a ^^ tradition manifest throughout 
the world, and to be found in every church.'' t 
By it, he says, a knowledge of our religion 
was preserved without books among believers 
in barbarous nations.} At the end of about 
a century from the preaching of the Apos- 
tles, there must have been, throughout the 
communities which they had formed, a general 
acquaintance with what they had taught, even 
had no written records of our religion been 
extant. In regard, likewise, to facts, important 
in their reference to Christianity, as, for exam- 
ple, the genuineness of the books of the New 



• Stromal. I. p. 393, f Lib. m. o. 3. ^ 1. p. 175. 

X Ibid. c. 4. § 2. p. 178. 
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Testament, the Christians of the last half of 
the second century must have relied on the 
testimony of their predecessors. It is this tra- 
ditionary knowledge concerning Christianity, 
not secret, but open to all, which Irenaeus 
and TertuUian appeal to, with justifiable con^ 
fidence, in their reasonings against the her- 
etics, when they distinguish between the ey-^ 
idence from tradition and the evidence from 
Scripture. The tradition of which they speak 
is altogether different from the secret tradition 
of Clement. 

The origin of the opinion common to Clem- 
ent and to the theosophic Gnostics may be 
explained by the supposition, that inferences, 
true or false, from the truths taught by Christ 
and his Aposdes, and theories built on those 
truths, were conceived of, and represented, as 
having been taught by them ; and, since it 
did not appear that they made a part of their 
public teaching, the notion in consequence 
grew up, that they were taught by them pri- 
vately. This notion would ally itself with the 
conceptions of both Clement and the Gnostics 
concerning that higher esoteric wisdom which 
few only were capable of receiving. In hold- 
ing their common belief, it is probable that 
neither had a distinct conception of what was 
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embraced in the tradition the existence of which 
they asserted. It appears from the whole tenor 
of the Stromata of Clement, that, in his view, 
the true knowledge, which, in union with ac- 
cordant virtues, constituted an enlightened Chris- 
tian (his Gnostic), in the highest sense of the 
words, comprehended the whde compass of 
intellectual philosophy, and particularly all that 
can be known by men respecting the nature, 
attributes, and operations of God.* If he had 

* Instead of producing at length the authorities and reasons for 
this statement, which would cany us too far away from our main 
purpose, I will quote a few sentences from the valuahle work of 
the present Bishop of Lincoln (Dr. Kaye), entitled *' Some Ao^ 
count of the Writings and Opinions of Clement of Alexandria." 
It is the most important work on the subject of which it treats. 
The author says (pp. S38 - 341) : — 

" By ypwrit [the higher esoteric knowledge] Clement under- 
stood the perfect knowledge of all that relates to God, his nature 
and dispensations The Gnostic [Clement's Gnostic] com- 
prehends not only the First Cause and the Cause begotten by 
him [the Logos] , and is fixed in his notions concerning them, pos- 
sessing firm and immovable reasons ; but also, having learned from 
the truth itself, he possesses the most accurate truth, from the 
foundation of the world to the end, conoembg good and evil, 
and the whole creation, and, in a word, oonoeming all wliioh the 

Lord spake. With respect to the souree from which this 

knowledge is derived, Clement says that ' it was imparted by 
Christ to Peter, James, John, and Paul, and by them delivered 
down to their successors in the Church. It viras not designed for 
the multitude, but conununicated to those only who were capable 
of receiving it ; orally, not by writing.' " 

The notions of Clement respecting this secret tradition are not 
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been asked, whether he believed that all this 
knowledge had been handed down by a se- 
cret tradition, the question might have pre* 
sented the subject to his mind under a new 
aspect, but he undoubtedly would have an- 
swered in the negative. Had he then been 
requested to point out what particular part of 
it he conceived to have been thus handed down, 
I think he would have been embarrassed by the 
inquiry. 

In connection with their notion of a secret 
tradition, the Gnostics, or some of the Gnos- 
tics, said, according to Irenaeus, <^that the 
Apostles, practising dissimulation, accommo- 
dated their doctrine to the capacity of their 



only to be distinguished from the reasonable conceptions of other 
fiuhers respecting that puUic traditionary knowledge concerning 
Christianity which necessarily existed among Christians, but 
equally also from an opinion which began to prevail in the latter 
half of the fourth century, and which has become fundamental in 
the Roman CathoUo Church. This opinion is, that certain doo- 
tdnes and rites, which are not to be kept secret, but are to be 
made known to all, and to be believed or practised by all, are not 
expressly taught or enjoined in the New Testament, but are de- 
rived from the oral teaching or the appointment of Christ or his 
Aposties, a knowledge of which has been preserved by tradition. 
This principle was, perhaps, first clearly avowed by Basil of 
Ccsarea, in the latter half of the fourth century, in his treatise 
Concerning the Holy Spirit. 
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hearers, and their answers to the previous con- 
ceptions of those who questioned them, talking 
blindly with the blind, weakly with the weak, 
and conformably to their error with those who 
were in error, and that thus they preached the 
Creator to those who thought that the Crea- 
tor was the only God, but to those able to 
comprehend the unknown Father they com- 
municated this unspeakable mystery in para- 
bles and enigmas." * << Some," says Irenaeus, 
<^ impudently contend, that the Apostles, preach- 
ing among the Jews, could not announce any 
other God but him in whom the Jews had be- 
lieved." t 

Again ; some of the Gnostics, especially the 
Marcionites, maintained that Paul was far su- 
perior to the other Apostles in the knowledge 
of the truth, — ^^ the hidden doctrine having 
been manifested to him by revelation." t They 
represented the other Apostles as having been 
entangled by Jewish prejudices, from which he 
was in a great measure free. Hence Tertul- 
lian, in one place, calls him '^ the Apostle of 



• lib. m. cap. 6. § 1. p. 179. 
t Ibid. cap. 13. $ 6. p. 195. 
% Ibid. c. 13. $ 1. p. 200. 
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the Heretics."* In support of this opinion, 
Marcion relied much 'on that passage in the 
Episde to the Galatiansf in which Paul rep- 
resents himself as having reproved Peter and 
Barnabas for not acting conformaUy to the 
principles of Christianity, but by their conduct 
<< compelling the Gentiles to Judaize," that is, 
to observe the Levitical Law4 Marcion re- 
garded the Gospels as expressing the false 
Jewish opinions of their writers. But among 
the Gospels he conceived that there was ground 
for making a choice ; and he selected, for his 
own use and that of his followers, the Grospel 
of Luke, the companion of Paul. This he 
further adapted to his purpose by rejecting from 
it what he viewed as conformed to those opin- 
ions. Nor did he consider Paul himself as 
whoUy free from Jewish errors, but likewise 
struck out, from those of his Epistles which he 
used, the passages in which he thought them 
to be expressed. 

Sometimes, according to Irenaeus, the Gnos- 
tics, apparendy without making an exception 
in favor of St. Paul, charged the Apostles gen- 

* AdveiB. Marcion. lib. m. c. 5. p. 399. 
t Ch. ii. U, seqq. 

X Advers. Maicion. lib. lY. c. 3. pp. 414, 415. lib. I. c. 20. 
p. 375. Conf. De Pnescript. Haretic. o. 93. p. SIO. 
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erally with Jewish errors and ignorance cmicem- 
ing the higher truths anfl mysteries of religion. 
"All those," he says, " who hold pernicious doc- 
trines, have departed in their faith from Him who 
is God, and think that they have found out more 
than the Apostles, having discovered another 
God. They think that the Apostles preached 
the Gospel while yet under the influence c^ 
Jewish prejudices, but that their own faith is 
purer, and that they are wiser than the Apos- 
tles." He states that Marcion proceeded on 
these principles in rejecting the use of some of 
the books of Scripture, and of portions of those 
which he retained.* " The heretics," says Ter- 
tullian, "are accustomed to affirm that the Apos- 
tles did not know all things; while at other 
times, under the influence of the same madness, 
they turn about, and maintain that the Apostles 
did, indeed, know all things, but did not teach 
all things to all."t "I cannot help wondering," 
says Clement of Alexandria, " how some dare 
to call themselves perfect, and Gnostics, think- 
ing themselves superior to the Apostles." | 
But the theosophic Gnostics did not stop here. 



• lib. m. c. 12. § 12. p. 19a 

t De Pnescript Hasretic. c. 22. p. 200. 

X Pedagogos, Lib. L o. 6. pp. 128, 120. 
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ImneBOs, after saying 4hat the heretics, when 
confuted from the Scriptures, appealed to oral 
tradition, goes on thus : — << But when we, on 
the other hand, appeal to that tradition which, 
proceeding from the Apostles, has been pre- 
served in the Church bj a succession of Elders, 
then they oppose tradition, saying diat they, 
being not only wiser than the Elders, but wiser 
dian the Apostles, have discovered the pure 
truth. For the Apostles, they say, mixed their 
legal notions with the words of the Saviour ; 
and not only the Apostles, but the Lord him- 
self spoke sometimes from the Creator [as the 
Messiah of the Creator], sometimes firom the 
Middle Space [that is, ccmformaUy to the spir- 
itual nature which he had derived from Acha- 
moth], and sometimes from the highest height 
[as the .£on Christ from the Pleroma] ; * but 



* See before, pp. 166, 171. — Aecording to the verbal cop- 
Btraction of the old Latin Translation of Irensus, which is here 
onr aathority, and which I hare followed in my translation, 
tkmgh Boi in my exposition, these dauses apply e^Qally to the 
Apostles as to Christ. But I cannot think that this meaning was 
intended by Irenseos, or, at least, that this was the meaning of the 
Gnostics. Irensos elsewhere (Lib. L a 7. $ 3. p. 34) gives a 
similar account of their opinions respecting the preaching of 
Christ, without mentioning the Apostles. Nor is there any 
probability that the Gnostics believed in the inspiration of man 
firom the Pleroma, which opinion would be implied in the sup- 

VOL. 111. 27 
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that they themselves kqpw with fiill assuraoce 
the hidden mystery, umnixed, in all its purity."* 
The opinion of the Gnostics, here expressed, 
concerning the discourses of Christ is analogous 
to the Orthodox doctrine, still extant, that he 
spoke sometimes as a man, sometimes as God, 
and sometimes in his mediatorial character, as 
neither God nor man simply, but as both united ; 
and that as a man he was ignorant of what, 
being Grod, he knew. 

There is nothing to object to the general 
proposition of the Gnostics, that the Apostles 
were under the influence of Jewish prejudices, 
nor to the proof which they brought of this fact 
from the conduct of Peter and Barnabas, which 
was reproved by Paul. Their extravagance 
consisted in the irrational misapplication which 
tiiey made of this principle. The spirit of God, 
which enlightened the minds of the Aposdes 
as to all essential truths of religion, did not 
deliver them from all error, and transform them 
into all-wise and all-knowing philosophers. But, 
if the Aposdes were liable to any errors, they 
were particularly exposed to the influence of 



podtioii that the Apostles sometimes spoke ** from the highest 
height." 
• Lib. m. c 9. § 2. p. 176. 
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those in which they had been educated, and 
could hardly escape being more or less affected 
by the inveterate conceptions and errors of 
their countrymen. It being the object of the 
Gnostics to separate Judaism from Christianity, 
and to distinguish the God of the Jews from 
the God of Christians, they naturally seized 
upon this truth to effect their purpose ; and as 
no strongly marked line can be drawn, defin^ 
ing the sphere within which alone the Apos- 
tles were liable to error, they applied, or rather 
misapplied, a principle correct in itself, to all 
cases in which the words of the Apostles so 
explicitly contradicted their doctrine as to be 
incapable by any force of being conformed 
to it 

It remains to add a few words concerning 
the belief of the theosophic Gnostics in their 
own infallible spiritual knowledge. This they 
conceived of as the result of their spiritual 
nature. "They object to us,'' says Clement 
of Alexandria, " that we are of another nature, 
and unable to comprehend their peculiar doc- 
trines." * A similar pretension to that of the 
Gnostics has been common among Christians. 

• Siromat. VII. $ 16. pp. 691| 893. 
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Aa essential doctrine of the Roman Catholic 
Church is its own infallibilitji an infallibilitj 
which must reside in some of its individual 
members. Among the sects into which Prot- 
estants have been divided, the generality havei 
at least in the earlier stages of their growth, 
maintained the principle, expressed in the per- 
verted language of St. Paul, that spiritual things 
are spiritually discerned^ and have, of course, 
confined this unerring spiritual discernment to 
themselves. Calvin taught that ^^ the first step 
in the school of the Lord is to renounce human 
reason.* For, as if a veil were interposed, it 
hinders us from attaining to the mysteries of 
God, which are not revealed but to little chil- 
dren " ; t and after these words, he proceeds 
to quote, as might be expected, the often-quoted 
passage of St. Paul just referred to. Even 
the genuineness and inspiration of the books 
of the Bible, or, as he expresses it, the fact 
that they ^< had proceeded from the very mouth 
of God '^ {ab ipsissimo Dei ore fiuxisse)^ << were 
not to be submitted to rea^o^ing and argu- 
ments," but were spiritually discerned; so as 
to be known with the same certainty as men 

* «< Hmnana peispicacia." 
t loBtitat. Lib. III. c 2. $ 34« 
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know that black is not white, and sweet is 
not bitter.* The theosophic Gnostics, in ex- 
pressing their sense of the incapacity of com- 
mon Christians to understand their doctrines, 
could not have used stronger language than 
that of Calvin concerning the natural blind- 
ness of the unregenerate to the truths of re- 
ligion. It waS| in his view, the spiritual il- 
lumination of the elect, which enabled them 
clearly to discern these truths; or, in other 
words, clearly to discern the identity of the 
system which he taught with the teachings of 
Christ. 

The Gnostics, as we have seen, were equally 
able with Calvin to identify their systems with 
Christianity. In the modes by which they 
effected their purpose, we may observe the 
same operations of the human mind as have 
beea going on firom their day to our own. 
One of the most ejQfectual means of checking 
their further progress is by directing attention 
to the extravagances to which they lead. It 
is a main advantage resulting from the study 
of obsolete errors, and one which this study 
alone can fiimish, that, as we have no preju- 

* Aid. Lib. L c. 7. 
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dices in their favor, we are able, without dis- 
turbance, to trace them to their sources; and 
when those sources are discovered, we may 
perceive that they are still in full action, pro- 
ducing new errors, or more commonly, per- 
haps, reproducing old ones under a new form. 
It may be doubted whether a History of Hu- 
man FoUy would not be a more instructive 
work than our Histories of Philosophy; but 
its contents would not be throughout so differ- 
ent from theirs as its different title might lead 
one to expect. 

Among the Grospels, the Marcionites used 
only their copy of that of Luke. To this 
they joined ten Epistles of St. Paul, from 
which, as from the Grospel, they rejected cer- 
tain passages, as I have before mentioned. 
On this history of Christ, and on these Epis- 
tles, they founded their system, and firom them 
they reasoned. They appealed to them as 
freely and confidently as did the catholic Chris- 
tians, and the theosophic Gnostics, to the books 
of the New Testament in general. The ar- 
guments which they drew from them are pre- 
sented to view in the writings of then* op- 
ponents, especially of TertuUian. From those 
books they derived their knowledge of Christ 
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and of Christianity. It does not appear that 
they made a pretence to any exclusive spirit- 
ual discernment, or that they relied on any 
secret tradition. It does appear that they 
made no use of any other history of Christ 
besides the Gospel of Luke. No apocryphal 
gospel is said to have been extant among them. 
They are never charged with having rested 
their system, wholly or in part, on any such 
gospel. But, had there been ground for the 
charge, it would undoubtedly have been made. 
The controversy between them and the cath- 
olic Christians would have brought out such a 
fact with the broadest distinctness. It would 
have been, to say the least, as much insisted 
upon as the fact that they struck out some 
passages from the Gospel of Luke and the 
Epistles of Paul, notices of which are contin- 
ually recurring in the writings of their oppo- 
nents. Those passages the Marcionites re- 
jected, and they disavowed the authority of the 
other three Gospels, — not on the ground that 
they were not genuine, but because, believ- 
ing them to be genuine, they believed their 
authors to be under the influence of Jewish 
prejudices. 

But were those which have been mentioned 



1 
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the onlj means that the Gnostics made use of 
to find support for their systems in the real or 
supposed teaching of Christ ? Had they not, 
as has been imagined, gospels of their own, 
presenting a yiew of his ministry and mstruc- 
tions, different firom that contained in the cath- 
olic Gospels ; — accounts of Christ, which they 
preferred and opposed to those given by the 
Evangelists ? Every one has heard of apocry- 
phal and Gnostic gospels. 

As regards the Marcionites, these questions 
have been answered. It is evident that they 
had no such gospels or gospel. Those theo- 
sophic Gnostics, who adopted the means that 
have been explained of reconciling their doc- 
trines with Christianity, could, likewise, have 
had no such gospels. It has appeared, not 
only in the present Chapter, but throughout 
this work, that their systems, equally with the 
faith of the catholic Christians, were founded 
on the common account of Christ's ministry. 
In their reasonings, they constantly referred to 
the Gospels. They therefore could have re- 
ceived as of authority no history of his min- 
istry which varied essentially firom those Gos- 
pels. Whether they had any other histories 
of his ministry, which did not vary essentially 
from the Gospels, is an unimportant question, 
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SO far as it regards the main purpose which 
we have in view. For, if those histories pro- 
ceeded from authors who wrote from inde- 
pendent sources of information, they would 
serve, by their agreement, to confirm the ac- 
counts of the catholic Gospels ; while, if they 
were merely founded on those Grospels, or on 
some one of them, they would serve to show 
the authority which the latter had very early 
attained. 

But a question may be virtually settkd with- 
out all the explanation having been given 
which 19 neoessai^ to our satisfsu^tion, and to 
a fiill understanding of the subject. After 
all that has appeared, the inquiry may still 
recur. What, then, were those apocryphal and 
Gnostic gospels about which so much has been 
said? To this inquiry I propose to give an 
answer in the next Chapter. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

ON THE QUESTION, WHETHER THE GNOSTICS OPPOSED TO 
THE FOUR GOSPELS ANT OTHER WRITTEN HISTORIES OR 
HISTORY OF CHRIST^S MINISTRY. 

This question will lead us to consider all 
those books that have been called apocryphal 
gospels which we have any reason for sup- 
posing to have been extant during the first 
two centuries, except the Gospel of the He- 
brews and the Gospel of Marcion. We have 
already seen the grounds for believing that the 
former, as it was first used by the Hebrew 
Christians, was the Hebrew original of the 
Grospel of Matthew, though its text, in some 
or many copies, may have afterwards become 
much corrupted.* The latter was merely the 
Gospel of Luke mutilated by Marcion.f The 
authority of neither of these books, therefore, 
could be opposed to that of the catholic Gros- 
pels; nor can the epithet apocryphal^ with 
its common associations, be properly applied, 
to them. No book which was not in existence 

* See Vol. L p. zIt., aeqq. f ^^ Additional Note, C. 
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till after the end of the second century could 
have been used by the Gnostics as a basis for 
their opinions, or could, by any sect whatever, 
have been brought into competition with the 
four Gospels, as an original history of Christ's 
ministry. All that is necessary to be said in 
direct reply to the question proposed lies with- 
in a small compass. But the subject of apoc- 
ryphal gospels, as well as that of apocryphal 
books in general, has been treated in such a 
manner as necessarily to produce confused and 
erroneous conceptions respecting them. It is 
a subject which demands explanation, where 
argument is not needed ; and the inquiry on 
which we are about to enter will, through its 
incidental relations, extend much beyond the 
second century, and embrace books which were 
not extant till long after that period.* 

* In respect to the apocT3rphal gospels, the modem writer 
whose informatioii is principaUy relied on is Fabricins. In his 
" Codex Apocryphus Novi Testamenti," he has given a fhll and 
accurate account of all the passages relating to them which are 
to be found in ancient writers. I say, " a full and accurate 
account " ; because his work has now sustained that reputation 
unquestioned for more than a century. — Fabricius, howerer, has 
merely brought together a mass of materials, without applying 
them to the illustration of any fact whatever. He has not 
arranged the books which he treats of chronologically, with refer- 
ence to the period when they are first mentioned, or when they 
may be supposed to have appeared. Such an arrangement would 
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I BEGIN by Stating the most important con- 
siderations respecting the question proposed ; 
and I hope to be excused for some repetition 
in hereafter recalling attention to them with 
reference to difierent writings. 

at once show that &r the greater number deserve no considera* 
tion from any supposable bearing on the authority of the Gospels. 
He has arranged them in the alphabetica] order of their titles, 
which tends to produce the impression, that they all equally de- 
serve attention. 

Fabricius was followed by Jones in the first two volumes of his 
** New and Full Method of settling the Canonical Authority of 
the New Testament.*' But the principal value of Jones's work 
oonsiBtB in its giving in an English dress the infonnatioD to be 
found in Fabricius, and in the republication of some of the later 
apocryphal writings (also published by Fabricius) with English 
translations. He had no clear comprehension of his own purpose 
in writing ; and his views and reasonings only tend to perplex the 
subject. He follows Fabricius in arranging the books in the 
alphabetical order of their titles. 

In 1832, J. C. Thilo published the first volume of his " Codex 
Apocryphus Novi Testament!," a work commenced on an exten- 
sive plan, but of which no other portion has appeared. The first 
volume contains the later apocryphal writings, which had pre- 
viously been published, with others in addition, — all apparently 
edited in a careful and thorough manner, vrith Prolegomena and 
notes. It contains also the Grospel of Luke used by Marcion, as 
restored by Hahn, who has made Marcion's Gospel a particular 
subject of study. 

I shall refer to the three works which I have mentioned by the 
names of their respective authors. The copy of Fabricius which 
I use is of the second edition, printed in 1719, in three parts. 
That of Jones is of the Oxford edition, printed in 1798. 
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Or the eontroyersy carried on by the cath- 
olic Christiaos with the Valentinians and the 
Marcionites, we have, as has been seen, abun- 
dant remains. The opinions and arguments 
of those heretics are lm>ught forward in order 
to be confuted; and though we may not re- 
gard them as fully and fairly stated, yet, on 
the other hand, it cannot be supposed that 
any striking peculiarity in their opinions, or 
any main topic of their reasoning, has been 
passed over in silence. If they had opposed 
other histories of Christ to the four Gospels, 
if they had relied for the support of their sys- 
tems on accounts of his ministry different from 
those we now possess, we should find abundant 
notices of the fact. If they and the catholic 
Christians had been at issue on the question, 
Which among discordant histories of Christ was 
to be received as authentic, this would neces- 
ssurily have been the main point in controversy, 
the question to be settled before all others. 
We find in the case of the Marcionites, that 
their confining themselves to the use of a mu* 
tilated copy of Luke's Gospel is a circum- 
stance continually presented to view ; and we 
have particular notices of the use which other 
heretics made of a few passages relating to 
Christ, not found in the Evangelists. The fa- 
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thers were eager to urge against the Gnostics 
the charges of corrupting and contemning the 
Scriptures, and of fabricating apocryphal writ- 
ings. Had there been occasion to make it, 
they would not have passed over what in their 
view would have been a far graver allegation, 
that the Gnostics pretended to set up other 
histories of Christ in opposition to those re- 
ceived by the great body of Christians. Such 
a fact, from its very nature, neither would nor 
could have remained unnoticed. Abundant evi- 
dence of it must have come down to us ; and 
if no evidence is to be found, we may con- 
clude without hesitation, that the Gnostics made 
no pretence to having more authentic histories 
of Christ than the Grospels. 

What, then, is the state of the case ? I 
answer, in the first place, that Irenaeus and 
Tertullian were the two principal writers against 
the Gnostics, and from their works it does not 
appear that the Valentinians, the Marcionites, 
or any other Gnostic sect, adduced in support 
of their opinions a single narrative relating to 
the public ministry of Christ besides what is 
found in the Gospels. It does not appear that 
they ascribed to him a single sentence of any 
imaginable importance which the Evangelists 
have not transmitted. It does not appear 
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that any sect appealed to the authority of any 
history of his public ministry besides the Gos- 
pels, except so far as the Marcionites, in their 
use of an imperfect copy of St. Luke's Gos- 
pel, may be regarded as forming a verbal ex- 
ception to this remark. The question, then, 
which we have proposed for consideration, 
would seem to be settled. The Gnostics did 
not oppose any other history of Christ to the 
catholic Gospels. Had they done so, it is alto- 
gether incredible that the fact should not have 
been conspicuous throughout the controversial 
writings of Irenaeus and Tertullian. 

But what, then, were those ancient books 
which have been called " apocryphal gospels " ? 
I answer, that, with the exception of the Gos- 
pel of the Hebrews, the Gospel of Marcion, 
and a narrative which Tatian formed out of 
the four Evangelists, it is not probable that 
any one of them was a professed history of 
Christ's ministry. The main evidence of this 
fact will appear from a particular examination 
of the accounts which have been given of them. 
But it may be here observed, that the name 
" gospel," signifying in its primary meaning 
" a joyful message," " glad news," was given 
as a title to the works of the Evangelists, be- 
cause they contained an account of the jojrfiil 
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message which Christ gave from Heaven to 
men. It but indirectly denoted their charac- 
ter as histories of his ministry. The name 
" gospel " has ever been used to signify the 
whole scheme of Christianity ; and a book, 
containing the views of its writer concerning 
this system, or the views ascribed by him to 
a particular Apostle, might hence be entitled 
his gospel, or denominated by him the gospel 
of that Apostle. There was a book in com* 
mon use among the Manichaeans, called a gos- 
pel, which, as Cyril of Jerusalem expressly 
mentions, contained no account of the actions 
of Christ.^ In later times, in the latter part 
of the seventeenth century, a book was pub- 
lished by Dr. Arthur Bury, which he entitled 
"The Naked Gospel.'^ Another work appeared 
about the same time in Germany, which was 
called " The Eternal Gospel ^' ; and another 
with the same title was produced in the thir- 
teenth century.f It is not improbable, likewise, 
that the fathers may have used the term ^' gos- 
pel " in the same way in which it has been 
used by controvertists in modern tim^, when 



* It is ascribed by him to Scytiiianus as its author. Catache- 
sis, VI. § 13. p. 92. 
t Fabricius, I. 387*, 338. 
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they have charged their opponents with teach- 
ing " another gospel." There is a French book 
entitled "The New Gospel of Cardinal Pal- 
lavicini, revealed by him in his History of the 
Council of Trent '' ; * Scioppius, in one of his 
letters, talks of "the fifth gospel of Luther " ; t 
and the Jesuit Rene Rapin published against 
the Jansenists a work which he called " The 
Gospel of the Jansenists.'' | Thus in ancient 
times the charge of teaching a new gospel 
might occasion the title " gospel '' to be given 
to some book by which it was not assumed; 
or even lead to the false supposition, that 
there was some book which bore that title, 
or to which it might be applied, when no such 
book existed. Among what have been called 
the Gnostic gospels, we find, as I have for- 
merly mentioned, one under the name of " The 
Gospel of Eve," probably used by the Ophi- 
ans, which professed to contain that vnsdom 
which Eve learned from the Serpent. This 
gospel, therefore, was not a history of the min- 
istry of Christ.^ Nor can we reasonably sup- 
pose that this character was ascribed to an- 



* Ftbridos, I. 339, note. 

t La Roche's Memoirs of literature, Vol. 11. p. 253. 

% Fabiicins, I. 339, note. 

^ See Vol. n. p. 215, seqq. 

VOL. III. 29 
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Other, said to be in use among the Cainites, 
called "The Gospel of Judas," meaning Ju- 
das Iscariot.^ Epiphanius mentions a book 
as in use among Gnostics, which he says was 
named " The Gospel of Perfection." t Its 
title, and the brief account which he gives 
of it, imply that it was not an historical book, 
if indeed any such book existed. These re- 
marks are merely preliminary. As we pro- 
ceed, I trust It will appear that there is no 
ground for believing that any work which may 
properly be called a Gnostic gospel was a 
professed history of Christ's ministry, or that 
any history of his ministry was in circulation 
during the second century, among either the 
catholic Christians or the Gnostics, besides the 
catholic Gospels, and books, like those of Mar- 
cion and Tatian, founded upon one or all of 
them. 

With this understanding of what might be 
meant by the title " gospel," let us next in- 
quire what we may find respecting Gnostic or 
apocryphal gospels in Irenaeus and Tertullian. 

Tertullian often mentions the mutilated 



* Irenaeas, Lib. I. c. 31. ^ 1. p. US. 
t HaBies. XXVI. § 3. p. 83. 
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copy of Luke's Gospel used by the Mareion- 
ites. But this, as I have said, should not 
be spoken of as an apocryphal gospel. He 
nowhere, throughout his writings, ascribes to 
the Gnostics the use of any proper Gnostic 
gospel, in any sense of the term " gospel.'' 
He nowhere speaks of any apocryphal gos- 
pel whatever, or intimates a knowledge of 
the existence of such a book. The conclu- 
sion is unavoidable. Either he did not know 
of the existence of any such book, or, if he 
did, he regarded it as too obscure and unim- 
portant to deserve notice. But neither could 
have been the case in respect to any book 
which the Gnostics brought into competition 
with the Grospels. 

Once, and once only, Irenaeus speaks of 
what he calls a "gospel," as used by the 
Valentinians, in addition to the four Gospels. 
He thus expresses himself concerning it: — 
" The followers of Valentinus, throwing aside 
all fear, and bringing forward their own com- 
positions, boast that they have more gospels 
than there are. For they have proceeded to 
such boldness as to entitle a book not long 
since written by them * The True Gospel,' 
[verbally « The Gospel of the Truth,"] a book 



228 EVIDENCES OF THE 

which agrees in no respect with the Gospels 
of the Apostles, so that not even the Gos- 
pel can exist among them without blasphemy. 
For, if that which is brought forward by them 
be the true Gospel, but differ at the same 
time from those Grospels which have been hand- 
ed down to us by the Apostles (those who 
wish may learn in what manner from the writ- 
ings themselves), then it is evident that the 
Gospel handed down by the Apostles is not 
the true Gospel." * 

The Author of the Addition to Tertullian, 
probably copying Irenaeus, says, — " Valentinus 
likewise has his gospel besides ours."t By 
Valentinus is here, I presume, meant the Val- 
entinians ; sects being not unfirequently by 
the fathers thus designated from their lead- 
ers. These are the only notices to be found 
of the Valentinians, as a sect, having used 



• ** Si enim quod ab iis profertur veritatia est Evangelium, dia- 
Bimile est antem hoc illis [so. Ejyangeliis] que ab ApostoUt nobis 
tjcadita sunt ; (qui Yoluot possunt disoere <iae]iia4laioduia ex ipsiB 
scripturis ;) ostenditur jam non esse id quod ab Apostolis tiaditum 
estveritatis Evangelium." Lib. HI. c. 11. § 9. p. 192. This 
difficult passage may perhaps be thus arranged with a cfaang« of 
pointing, a parenthesis, and the printing of scripturis without an 
initial capital. But no difference of arrangement or translation is 
important as regards the present subject. 

t De Prescript. Hcretie. c. 49. p. 888. 
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any other book called a gospel besides the ca- 
nonical Gospels. 

It is evident from the passage of Irenseus, 
as well as from much other equally unequivo- 
cal testimony, that the Valentinians received 
the fiour Gospels in common use. The charge 
against them is, that they had more gospels 
than the catholic Christians, that is, one more. 
This additional gospel, therefore, could have 
contained no history of Chpst's ministry at 
variance with that in the four Gospels, which 
they also admitted. But (if such a gospel 
existed) there is no probability that it was an 
historical book of any sort. It was a gospel, 
we may reasonably presume, of the kind be- 
fiMre described, containing an account of what 
its authc^ believed to be the doctrines of the 
GospeL If it had been a history presenting 
any additions to the narratives of the Evan- 
gelists, adopted by the Valentinians to support 
their opinions, they would have quoted it for 
this purpose ; and of the additional accounts, 
and of the arguments founded upon them, we 
should have had abundant notices in the writ- 
ings of their opponents, and in the firagments 
still extant of their own. But there are no 
such notices whatever. 

Such is the state of the case, if the Valen- 
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tinians really had among them a book with 
the title supposed. But, though the account 
of Ireneeus, so far as it relates to the exist- 
ence of the book, may be correct, there is 
reason for doubting it altogether. If he has 
fallen into a mistake, it is one that may easily 
be explained. The Valentinians, we may sup- 
pose, professed that they alone had ^^ the true 
Gospel," meaning that they alone held the 
true doctrines of the Gospel ; and some of 
their opponents misunderstood them as mean- 
ing that they possessed a book with that title. 
Had they really, as Irenaeus says, boasted of 
possessing such a gospel, it must have been 
an important book in reference to the expo- 
sition of their doctrines. But, as I have said, 
it is nowhere referred to by Irenaeus himself, 
except in the passage just quoted. It is men- 
tioned by no subsequent writer except the 
Author of the Addition to Tertullian, who 
probably took his notice of it from Irenseus. 
Tertullian himself, who was well acquainted 
with the works of Irenaeus, affords proof, by 
his silence concerning it in his writings against 
the Valentinians, that he was not aware of 
its existence, or regarded it as not worth no- 
tice. It follows, therefore, either that Irenaeus 
was in error in supposing that there was such 
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a book, or that he was in error in supposing 
that the Valentinians, generally, attached any 
importance to it. 

iRENiEUS gives one other title (before men- 
tioned), purporting to be that of an apocryphal 
gospel which he supposed to be in existence, 
and to be called " The Gospel of Judas," that 
is, of Judas Iscariot. He represents it as hav- 
ing been used by the Cainites. According to 
him, these heretics were distinguished by their 

character of the Creator, and by their celebrat- 
ing such personages in the Old Testament as 
Cain, Esau, Eorah, and the Sodomites. They 
regarded them as allied to themselves by the 
possession of the same spiritual nature, and as 
having been, on account of this nature, per- 
secuted by the Creator. They apparently con- 
sidered Cain as the head of the spiritual among 
men. He was from " the higher power '' (a 
superiors principalitate). The truth, on these 
subjects, they said, was known to Judas alone ; 
and in consequence of this knowledge, ^^he 
performed the mystery of delivering up his 
master ; and thus through Judas all things 
earthly and heavenly [all the works of the 
Creator] were dissolved. And they produce," 
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adds Irenaeus, <*a fabrication to this efiect, 
calling it * The Gospel of Judas.' " * The ac- 
count of Irenaeus is repeated by Epiphanius 
and Theodoret. 

If there were such a book as Irenseus names, 
there is no ground for beliering it to have 
been a fabricated history of Christ's ministry. 
But it is highly improbable that any sect or 
any book existed, such as Irenaeus describes. 
It is a moral absurdity to suppose that there 
was a Christian sect which held such doc* 
trines, and were guilty of such vices, as he 
imputes to the Cainites ; — that there were 
Christians avowing Cain to be their spiritual 
head, claiming alliance with the Sodomites, 
and taking Judas for their religious teacher. 
Nor would there be much less absurdity in 
imagining that any pseudo-Christian Gnostics 
exposed themselves in this barefaced manner 
to infamy and detestation ; that they claimed 
to be on a level with the worst characters 
in the Old and New Testaments, and avowed 
doctrines at once so monstrous, and so inti- 
mately connected with Judaism and Christian- 
ity. Without supposing the existence of any 
such sect, it is not difficult to explain the origin 

* Cont. Heres. Lib. I. c. 31. pp. 119, 113. 
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of the stories concerning it, in connection with 
the origin ot the name. We have good reason 
to think that the name ^^ Nicol^'tans " was 
derived from passages in the New Testar 
ment; and especially from two in the Apoc- 
alypse, in which it is applied to those who, 
haying professed themselves Christians, indulged 
in licentiousness.* That of " Cainites," we 
may suppose, was derived from a passage (for- 
merly quoted) in the Epistle of Jude, in which 
certain individuals are thus spoken of: — "Woe 
for them! for they have walked in the way 
of Cain, and given themselves up to deceive, 
like Balaam, for pay, and brought destruction 
on themselves through rebellion, like Eorah." t 
The name was applied to those otherwise called 
Nicolai'tans, as we are informed by Tertullian 
in the only passage in which he mentions it.| 
But there was probably still another occasion 
of its use. The theosophic Gnostics consid- 
ered Seth as the representative and head of 
the spiritual among men, and, in consequence, 
appear to have sometimes given themselves the 



• See Yd. n. pp. 168, 169. 

t Jude, ver. IK — See Vol. 11. pp. 167, 168. 

X Tertullian, after referriug to the Nicolaitans mentioned in the 
Apocalypse, says: — " Sunt et nunc alii NicolaIt» ; Caiana haere- 
sis dicitur." De Prascript Heretic o. 33. p. S14. 

▼OL. III. 30 
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name of Sethians.* But the assumption of 
this name might naturally provoke the more 
angry among their opponents to apply the op* 
posite name of Cainites to those Gnostics, at 
least, whom they regarded as guilty of gross 
vices. The name being given, a system of 
doctrines corresponding to it would be easily 
fabricated, out of exaggerations, misconcep* 
tions, and false reports; and one may find 
little difficulty in supposing that the assertion, 
that those to whom it was applied were trai- 
tors to Christ, teaching not his gospel, but 
the gospel of Judas Iscariot, gave occasion to 
the notion that they had a book with that title. 
If there were no sect holding the doctrines 
imputed to the Cainites, there was no gos- 
pel in existence conformed to those doctrines. 
Should it, however, still be thought that there 
may have been such a book, it is to be rec- 
ollected that it must have been a book not 
used by Christians, of no authority, and, as 
appears firom the little attention it received, 
of no notoriety. 

Such is all the information concerning Gnos- 
tic or apocryphal gospels afibrded by the two 

* See Vol. n. p. 99, note ; pp. 9S0, SSI. 
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principal writers against the Gnostics^ Ter* 
tuUiaii) throaghout his works, mentions no such 
gospe^. Irenseus gives two titles supposed bj 
him to belong to such books. But it is retj 
ifii{Mrobable that there was any such book as 
" The Oospel of Judas." The existence erf 
'<The True Oospel," also, is doubtful. But 
if there were a book bearing that title, we 
cannot reasonably sup|K)se it to have been a 
hbtorj of Christ's ministry at variance with the 
four Gospels. 



Th£ ValentiniaDS aftd Marcionites were the 
two principal sects of the Grnostics, and proba^- 
Wy comprehended far the greater part of their 
number. Excepting the story of Ireneeus coo* 
ceming ** The True Gospel," there b no charge 
against either sect^ that they appealed to apoc- 
ryphal gospels; unless that name be given to 
Marckm's defective copy of Luke's Gospel. 
Next to those two sects the BantidiaDS appear, 
for some reason or other, to have been regarded 
as the mo(^ important ; and we will now attend 
to what is said of their use of an apocryjdial 
gospel. 

Of any wcurk called a << gospel," £ffereat 
from the four Gospels, which was in use among 
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the Basilidians^ there is no mention in Irenaeus 
or in Clement of Alexandria, who are the prin- 
cipal sources of all the information conqerning 
them to which any credit can be attached. 
Nor is such a work mentioned by Epiphanius, 
who in general brought together all that he 
could find, true or false, to the prejudice of 
the heretics ; nor by Eusebius, among the apoc- 
ryphal writmgs which he enumerates ; nor by 
Theodoret, who compiled his accounts of the 
heretics from many earlier authors. Such a 
book is first named by the Author of the Hom- 
ilies on Luke, which have been ascribed to 
Origen. That writer speaks of it in a passage 
in which he gives the titles, real or supposed, 
of various apocryphal gospels, to be hereafter 
noticed. He is commenting on the. words vnth 
which Luke begins his Gospel, — << Since many 
have undertaken to arrange a narrative of the 
events accomplished among us.'' He regards 
the term ^^ undertaken " as perhaps implying 
a censure on the works referred to by Luke. 
The four Evangelists, he says, did not << under- 
take " ; they wrote under the impulse of the 
Holy Spirit. But others (since their day) 
had ^< undertaken," iand among them <<Ba- 
silides," he says, <<had the boldness to write 



GENUINEMEBS OF THE GOSPELS. 237 

a ^ Gospel according to Basilides.' " * The 
whole passage^ with this notice of a gospel 
ascribed to Basilides, was imitated bj Am- 
brose t and Jerome % toward the end of the 
fourth century. 

Such is the evidence that a gospel was writ- 
ten by Basilides. It consists in the assertion 
of an unknown writer, fwho must have lived 
more than a century after the death of Basili- 
des, and the repetition of this assertion by two 
other writers more than two centuries after 
that event. This evidence is of no weight 
to counterbalance the great improbability that 
such a gospel should not have- been taken no- 
tice of' by the earlier opponents of Basilides, 
nor by any writer of a later age who has pro- 
fessed to give an account of his doctrines and 
sect. The fathers were very ready to charge 
the heretics with using books of no authority, 
apocryphal books. Why should we not have 
heard as much of a gospel written by Basili- 
des, as of the defective Gospel of Luke used 
by the Marcionites ? 

The notion that Basilides wrote a gospel 



* Homfl. I. in Lacam. Origen. 0pp. m. 933. 

t Expositio Eyang. Lacs, Lib. L 0pp. I. 1265. Ed. Benedict 

t Comment, in Blattli. Proem. Opp. Tom. IV. P. L p. S. 
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probably arose from tke feet, that be wrote a 
comiDentary on tbe Gospeb. In this he of 
course explained his riews of Cbristianitj ; aad 
these views, or tbe book in which they were 
contained, might be called his gospel. Agrippa 
Castor, who, according to Euseinus, was a 
contemporary of Basilides, and whose << most 
able confutation" Eusebkis says was extant 
in his time, apparently knew nothing of any 
^^ Gospel of Basilides," but did mention that 
he " wrote twenty-four books on the Gospel,'* 
meaning by that term the four Gospels.* From 

* ^o\v f Aypiirirof ] ovt^p tts fiiv r^ "Eifayyiktow riatjrapa w^ 
roif cucocrt awrd^cu piPkla. Eusebii Hist. Eccles. Lib. IV. c. 7. 
— "It is nncertain," says Fabricins (L 343*, note), "whether 
Basilides wrote these twenty-four volames of Cononentmes am 
the Gospel of Matthew, or on some other of the four canonical 
Gospels, or on the whole Gospel-history, or on the Gospel accord- 
ing to the Egyptians, or, as Valesius suspects, on his own gos- 
pel." Similar doubts have been expressed by otter learned mea^ 
They appear to have arisen, in pari, from the erroneous prapoo- 
session, that the Gnostics commonly used apocryphal gospels in 
preference to the catholic Gospels, and fh)m inattention to a very 
common use of the word " gospei " (tiayyikujip) in ancient times, 
in a sense with which we are no longer familiar. The foiur Gosp 
pels, considered collectively, were called " the GospeL" Thus 
Origen says (Comment, in Joan. 0pp. IV. 98), — "The Gospel, 
though written by several, is one in effect." The title " Gos- 
pel," in the singular, was the appropriate title of a book contain- 
ing the four Gospels. There is, in fact, no ground for donbt re- 
specting the meaning of the words quoted. By t6 EvoyyAior, 
the article having no re&rence to any book beibie meBtioood, and 
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the twenty-third book of this Commentary 
Clement of Alexandria quotes several passa- 
ges in connection.* The Commentary of Ba* 
silides is one among die decisive proofs of the 
respect in which the Gospels were held by 
the theosophic Gnostics. 

If the account of the Author of the Hom- 
ilies on Luke were founded on the existence 
of any work, this Commentary, in all prob- 
ability, was the work, which, having heard 
of it and not having seen it, he called ^^ The 
Gospel of Basilides." But were there anoth- 
er book bearing that title, it could not have 
been a history of Christ's ministry at variance 
with our present Gospels. Of such a book we 
should have had £atr other information than an 
incidental mention of its title first made more 
than a century after the death of its author. 

In what precedes we have seen the whole 
amount of information concerning apocryphal 
gospels the use of which is attributed to either 
of the three principal Gnostic sects. This in- 



the term being uned without any explanatory epithet, nothing 
can here be meant but the four Grospels, or, what amounts to 
the same thing, the Grospel-hietory as contained in the four 
Grospels. 
* Strtmat lY. § IS. pp. 690, 600. 
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formation consists of two stories, one concern- 
ing 5"^The True Gospel," and the other con- 
cerning "The Gospel of Basilides." It is 
doubtful, as we have seen, whether any books 
existed bearing those titles ; but did such books 
exist, they must have been works of no celeb- 
rity, not current among the Gnostics, and not 
regarded by them as of authority. No writer 
produces an example of their drawing an argu- 
ment from either of them, or of their appealing 
to them for any purpose whatever. 

We have seen, likewise, that, of the two 
principal writers against the Gnostics, Tertul- 
lian makes no mention of apocryphal gospels, 
and we have considered what is the amount of 
evidence which Irenseus aflfords of their exist- 
ence and use. 

Next to Irenaeus and TertuUian, their con- 
temporary, Clement of Alexandria, is our most 
important authority concerning the Gnostics. 
He was a man of extensive information, a wide 
reader, quoting from a great variety of authors, 
and acquainted with the writings of the princi- 
pal theosophic Gnostics, whose words he often 
cites. From him, therefore, if from any one, 
we shpuld expect authentic notices of apocry- 
phal gospels; and, accordingly, we do find 
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juentkin of one such book, wfaicb, there is no 
doubt, really ezistecL It was called ^^ The Gos- 
pel aoeording to the Egyptians." 

This book has, in modern times, been partic- 
ularly remarked. It has been thought by many 
to have been a history of Christ's ministry, used 
by the Gnostics ; and some have even imagined 
that k was one of those gospels referred to by 
Luke in the introduction to his own.* The 
facts concerning it are these. 

Clement, in reasoning against those heretics 
who denied the lawfulness of marriage, gives 
the following passage, as addcK^ by them in 
support of their doctrine. '^When Salome 
asked the Lord, < How long death should have 
power,' he replied, < As long as you women bear 
children.' "t This, Clement asserts, is only a 
declaration that death is the natural conse- 
quence of birth. Considering the passage, 
therefore, as having no force to prove the point 
lor which it was adduced, namely, our Lord's 
disapproval of marriage, he does not remark 
upon the question of its authenticity, nor men- 
tion in this place from what book it was taken. 



* The opinions of modern authors respecting it are collected by 
Jones, I. 901, seqq. 

t Strsmftt. m. § 6. p. 539. 
TOL. ui. 31 
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But a few pages after he says: — ^'But those who, 
through their specious continence, oppose them* 
selves to the creation of God, cite what was ut- 
tered to Salome, of which I have before taken 
notice. The words are found, as I suppose, in 
the Grospel according to the Egyptians. Fcht 
they affirm that our Saviour himself said, ^ 
have come to destroy the works of the female ' ; 
— by <the female' meaning lust, by ^the wcnius' 
generation and corruption.'' * 

Clement explains the words ascribed to Jesus 
in a different sense firom that in which they 
were understood by those against whom he 
wrote. It is unnecessary to give his remarks. 
Toward the conclusion of them he asks : — 

^^But do not those who prefer any thing to 
walking by that Gospel rule which is according 
to the truth also allege what follows of the con- 
versation with Salome? For, upon her saying, 
^ I have done well in not bearing children,' as if 
there were something improper in it, the LcNrd 
replied, ^Eat of every herb, but of that which is 
bitter eat pot ' ; by which words he signifies 
that celibacy or marriage is a matter within our 
own choice, neither being enforced by any pro- 
hibition of the other." t 



• Stromal, m. $ 9. pp. 539, 640. f ^^' P* ^1* 
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I proceed to the last passage which he quotes. 
He is here arguing particularly against a writer 
named Julius Cassian. 

^'Cassian [in defending his doctrine respect- 
ing celibacy] says, Upon Salome's asking when 
those things should be known concerning which 
she inquired, the LcNrd answered, ^When ye 
shall tread under foot the garment of your 
shame, and when the two become one, and the 
male with the female neither male nor fe- 
male.'"* 

By the garments of shame, that is, the gar- 
ments of skin, which, according to the story in 
Genesis, God made for Adam and Eve, Cassian, 
in common with other ancient allegorists, under- 
stood human bodies, the flesh, the seat of cor- 
ruption. The body was the garment of shame 
which he believed was to be trodden under 

foot.t 

Part of the words ascribed to Christ in the 

passage last quoted are likewise given as a 

'< saying of the Lord," without reference to any 

book, in what has been called the ^^ Second 



* Stromat. m. ( 13. p. 653. 

t See ^e context of the pueage in Clement, p. 554, and 
Beansobre, Hiatoiie dn Manich^iame, Tom. 11. pp. 135, 136. 
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Epistle of Clement,'' of Rome, a qnirioos work, 
which I hare formerly mestioned.* 

The words in the passage first quoted f occor 
in the Doctrina Orieotalb, t as follows : — * ^ When 
the Saviour said to Salome, < Death iriiali om- 
tinue as long as women bear children,' he did 
not mean to Uame the generation of diildren." 
The Gnostic writer, who here quotes the words, 
rejected, Kke Clement of Alexsmdria, the use 
made of them by the ascetics. He supposed 
them to have a mystical meaning, referring Id 
Achamoth. 

The title of ^The Gospel according to the 
Egyptians '' is mentioaed by the Author of the 
Homilies on Luke hi the passage before refened 
to, and after him hj three writers who have 
imitated that passage, namely, Jerome, Titus 
Bostrenns, and Theophylact.^ 

Epiphanius, in his article on the SabeUians, 
after saying that they make use of all the 
writings both of the Old and of the New Tes- 
tament, selecting psi^sages to their purpose, 
adds, -^^ But their whole error, aftd the main 



* See Tol. I. pp. ooxliii, oczlir. «» The words are found at the 
end at the fragment of this Epistle "widch. remains, 
t See before, p. 841, % $ ^'^' P* ^^* 

^ Fabricins, I. 386*, note. 
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support of their error, they derive from certain 
apocryphal books, psurticuiarty that called ^ The 
Egyptian Gospel,' a Bame wliich some have 
given it. For in that there are many things to 
their purpose, of an obscnre, mystical character, 
which are ascribed to the Saviour; as if he 
hknself had made known to his disciples that 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit were 
the same person.'** 

An impobaUe story, resting solely on the 
testimony of Epiphanius, is not entitled to 
credit; and this story about the Sabellians is 
altogether improbable. Epiphanius does not 
seem to have known even the proper title of 
the book which he charges them with using. 
He says that it was called "The Egyptian 
Gospel '' ; the other writers who mention it give 
it the title of "The Gospel according to the 
Egyptians.** 

I HAVE quoted all the fragments, and, I 
believe, mentbned all the notices of this apoc- 
rjrphal gospel which have come down to us. 
One unaccustomed to such studies nught be 
surprised to see the hypotheses and assertions 

that have been founded upon them in modern 

--- I ■■ '- -- - 

• Hanee. LXU. § 3. 0pp. I. 613, 514. 
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times. What in &ct appears is, that it was an 
anonymous book, extant in the second century, 
and probably written in Egypt, in the dark and 
mystical style that prevailed in that country. 
In judging of its notoriety and importance, we 
must compare the few writers who recognize 
its existence with the far greater number to 
whom it was unknown, or who were not led by 
any circumstance to mention it. It was a book 
of which we should have been ignorant, but for 
a few incidental notices afforded by writers, 
none of whom give evidence of having seen it.* 
Neither Clement, nor any other writer, speaks 
of it as a Gnostic gospel. It does not appear 
that it had any particular credit or currency 
among the generality of the Gnostics. Some 
ascetics of their number, in maintaining the 
oUigation of celibacy, argued from a passage 
found in it, as they did undoubtedly from pas* 



* That it had not been seen by Clement of Alexandria, from 
whom ooT {urinoipal infonnation oonoeming it is deiiTed, appeara 
from his turna of expression in remarking on the qnotationa from 
it : — " The words are found, as I suppose (olfuu), in the Grospd 
accordmg to the Egyptiana " ; — ** They affirm^ that the SaTiooi 
himself said " ; — and whece, in ^>pealing to a passage in the 
conversation with Salome, as justifying hia own Tiews, he refers 
to it as quoted by those whom he is opposing, and not as other- 
wise known to him, thos, '* Do they not also aUege what follows ! " 
See Jones, I. 906. 
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sages found in the four Gospels; but other 
Gnostics, as we have seen from the Doctrina 
Orientalis, rejected their interpretation. The 
Gnostics did not appeal to it in support of their 
more distinguishing and fundamental doctrines; 
for, had they done so, we should have been fully 
informed of the fact. 

As this is the first apocryphal gospel the 
former existence of which we have clearly as- 
certained, the question arises. Whether it were 
or were not a history of Christ's ministry. 
The only argument of any weight for believing 
it to have been so is, that it contained a narra- 
tive of a pretended conversation of Christ with 
Salome. But if it were not an historical, but 
a doctrinal book, there is no difficulty in sup- 
posing that the writer might find occasion to in- 
sert in it a traditional account of a discourse 
of Christ A few such traditional accounts of 
sayings of our Lord are found in other writers 
of the first three centuries.* As regards the 
words ascribed to him in the conversation with 
Salome, it is evident that the tradition concern- 
ing them was false. Our Saviour never ex- 
pressed himself as he is reported to have done 



• See Vol. I. pp. 337-339. — Fibridas, I. 331*, seqq. Jones, 
I. 405, aeqq. 
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ifi Che passages that hBwe beea quoted. The 
writer had an erFoneous coiiceptipn of hischar^ 
acter. But if the book had been an historical 
gospel, this oonoeptiqn would have pervaded it, 
and would have been prominent in many other 
particular passages. A history of Christ's min- 
istry, so foreign in its character from the Gos- 
pels as this must have been, could n^t have ex- 
isted in the last half of the second century, — 
whether it were a composition of an early age, 
or a fiction of later times, — without having 
been an object of far greater attention than 
what this book received. Especially, had it 
been brought forward by any sect in opposition 
to the Gospels, it would have been a primary 
sul^ect of discussion. But we have seen that 
the book in question was little regarded or 
known. It could not, therefore, have been a 
history of Christ's ministry. 

This is the only apocryphal gospel, unless the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews be regarded 
as apocryphal, the tide of which is mentioned 
by Clement. According to his present text, he 
quotes one other without giving its tide. But 
there are good reasons for believing that his 
text, as it stands, is corrupt, and that there was 
originally no mention in it of a gospel.* 

* Clement (Stromat. T. § 10. p. 684) is treating of the hidden 
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If this be so, then, with the exception just 
meotioned of the Giospel according to the He- 
brews, sapposing that this exception should be 



wisdom on which he so much insists. He professes to quote a 
passage from a prophet, apparently intending Isaiah, though noth- 
ing Teiy like it is found in his writings^ or elsewhefs in the dd 
Testament. It is this : — *' Who shall understand the parable of the 
Lord [Jehovah], but the wise and understanding and he who loves 
his Lord t " Clement then, as his text now stands, goes on thus : 
•*'* Far it is in the power of few to understand these things. For 
the Lord, though not unwilling to communicate, the prophet says 
[or, the Scripture says], declared in a certain gospel, * My secret 
is for me and the sons of my house.' " — ** Ol yhp <l>6oif&Pf <^i7crl, 
wopfyyymktw 6 KvpiOf thf run tvayytXl^f^* c. r. X. I suppose th» 
words '^ in a certain gospel " to be an interpolation. The passage 
quoted corresponds to what is found in some copies of the Septua- 
gint at Isaiah xxir. 16. (See the note on the passage in Potter's 
edition of Clement, where in the first line ** e^ 3 " is a misprint 
fiur *' cap. 24.") The verb ^o-/, na/s, must have for its subject 
either the prophet mentioned immediately before, or the Scripturo 
(the ellipsis supposed in the last case being not uncommon). But 
Qement cannot be imagined to have made so inoongruous an as- 
sertion as that '' The prophet says," —or, *' The Scripture says," 
— '* that the Lord [Christ] declared in a certain gospel." That 
he considered himself as borrowing the words, ** My secret is for 
me and my ohildreo," not firom a certain gospel, but from Isaiah, 
appears also from the circumstance, that, a few lines ailer them, 
he gives a quotation from Isaiah, introducing it with the words, 
"The prophet says again" {Udkiv 6 irfK>^>^(). — I suppose, 
tinzefore, thai the worda *' in a certain gospel " were originally a 
marginal gloss made by a transcriber, who attributed to Christ the 
declaration quoted by Clement, and who, knowing that it was not 
found in the four Gospels, thought it must be in some gospel or 
other. — See Jonea, 1. 44S, seqq. 
VOL. HI. 39 
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made, the Gospel according to the Egyptians 
is the only apocryphal book, bearing the title of 
a gospel, that is mentioned by any writer dur- 
ing the three centuries succeeding our Lord's 
death, from which a single quotation is profess- 
edly given, or of which it is probable that a sin- 
gle fragment remains. 

As I have said, the title of no other apocry- 
phal gospel, used by any Gentile Christians, is 
mentioned by Clement. But it is desirable to 
give the fullest information on the subject which 
we are examining; for, as I have before re- 
marked, it is a subject that requires elucidation 
rather than argument. I will therefore advert 
to another work, which he quotes under the 
name of " The Traditions,'' and which has been 
imagined to be the same with an apocryphal 
gospel called <^ The Gospel according to Matthi- 
as." He speaks of the Traditions in the follow- 
ing passages : — 

<<To attain wisdom we must begin with won- 
dering at things, as Plato says in his Theaetetus ; 
and Matthias, in the Traditions, thus concludes : 
— < Wonder at present things ' ; making this 
the first step of our progress in knowledge." * 

* Stromat n. $ 9. pp. 468, 453. 
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In arguing against the licentiousness of the 
Carpocratians, he adduces another passage, 
thus: — 

<< It is said,* likewise, that Matthias also 
thus taught : — ^ We must contend against the 
flesh and humble it, granting it no intemper- 
ate pleasure, but promote the growth of the 
soul through faith and knowledge*' " f 

He again quotes a passage ascribed to Mat- 
thias, for the purpose, as before, of confirming 
his own doctrine : — ^^ It is said in the Tradi- 
tions, that Matthias, the Apostle, often re- 
peated, <that, if the neighbour of one (^ the 
elect sin, he himself has sinned ; for^ if he 
had conducted himself as Reason (the Log- 



• Atyovai ydp, that is, " They say,'' *• It is said." Diflerent 
writers who have spoken of '* The Traditions " (as Fabricius, II. 
786, Grabe, Spicileginm, 11. 118, Jones, I. 955, and Lardner, 
Works, I. 410, note f.) have fallen into the error of supposing 
the Carpocratians or Nicolaitans, against whom Clement is writ- 
itig, to be the subject of the verb, and consequently of making 
Clement represent them as quoting a passage directly opposed to 
the princi|de8 he ascribes to them. He himself quotes the pas- 
sage against them. The next quotation given above £rom the 
Traditions is introduced by him in like manner with Asyovtri bL — 
The error has partly arisen from the ikct, that some dissolute 
sectaries did, as Clement mentions, pervert the ascetic tnaxim, 
'* Abuse the body," perhaps quoting it ironically. See Vol. n. 
pp. 131, 160. 

t Stromat. m. $ 4. |». 583. 
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os) dictates, his neighbour would hare so rev- 
ereDoed his course of life as not to sin."'* 
The language is too unlimited, but the mo- 
rality is good. 

In what is supposed to be a Latin transla- 
tion of a portion of a tost work of Cfement, 
called << Hypotjposes " or Institutions, there 
is another strange passage quoted fix>m the 
Traditions, as agreeing with the conceptions 
of the writer. Clement, if be be the writer, 
is commenting on the first wwds of the First 
Epistle of John, which — to render as he un- 
derstood them — are these : — ** What was 
fix)m the beginning, what we have seen with 
our eyes, what we have heard, and our hands 
have touched concerning the Logos of life." 
He maintains (conformably to what Photius 
saysf was a heresy affirmed by Clement in 
the work just mentioned), that the- Logos who 
was from the beginning is to be distinguished 
from the Logos who became incarnate. The 
latter consisted of those powers of the £Mr- 
mer which proceeded from him as ^ a ray from 
the sun " ; and ^^ this ray, coming in the flesh, 
became an object of touch to the disciples." 



* Stiomat. Vn. § 13. p. 88S. 

t Pbotii Bibliotheoa, coL 385. Ed. Schotti. 
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^ Thus," be sajs, << it is rehted in the Tra- 
ditionsy that * John, touching bis external body, 
plunged bis band in, the hardness of the flesh 
coring no resistanoe to it, but giving way to 
the hand of the disciple.' Hence it is that 
John affirms, < Our hands have touched con- 
cerning the Logos of life '; * that which came 
in the flesh being made an object of touch.'' f — 
As I have formerly remarked,! such traditions 
strikingly illustrate what would hare been the 
state of the history of Jesus in the latter half 
of the second century, bad it not been for the 
early existence and authoritative character of 
the Gospels. 

There is no reascm to suppose that the book 
called "The Traditions" was in favor with 
any Gnostics. Clement does not represent it 
as having been cited by any heretical writer. 
On the contrary, he himself quotes it as con- 
firming his ovni opinions. He does not entitle 
it "The Traditions of Matthias," as it has 
been called in modem times, but simjdy " The 
Traditions." The former title has been given 
it, because, in the three passages quoted by 



* " Propter quod et infert, Et manus nosir^B amirectaverunt de 
verba vita.^^ 
t Apud Clementis Fragmenta. 0pp. p. 1009. 
X See before, pp. 180, 181. 



1 
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« 

Clement in his Stromata, the name of Mat- 
thias occurs ; and this title having been given 
it, the book has been fancied by some to be 
the same with an apocryphal gospel called 
<<The Grospel according to Matthias." 

Of this book nothing but the title remains. 
It is first mentioned by the Author of the 
Homilies on Luke ; after him, by his imitators, 
Ambrose and Jerome, and also by Eusebius. 
Possibly the notion that there was such a book 
may have arisen from the fact mentioned by 
Clement,* that the Gnostics boasted that their 
opinions were favored by Matthias, or, in other 
words, that they taught the Gospel as it was 
understood by Matthias, the Grospel according 
to Matthias. Had they possessed a book with 
that title known to Clement, it seems likely 
that he would have spoken of it, when thus 
taking notice of their claim to the counte- 
nance of Matthias. Considering the tendency 
of the fathers to charge the heretics with using 
books of no authority, the bare tides of sup- 
posed apocryphal and heretical works given 
by the Author of the Homilies on Luke, and 
by writers after the end of the third century, 
deserve little consideration. 

* See before, p. 900. 
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Before the time of Origen, no other writer 
besides Irenaeus and Clement mentions any 
apocrjrphal gospel, real or supposed, except 
Serapion, as quoted bj Eusebius. Serapion, 
who was bishop of Antioch about the close of 
the second century, wrote, concerning a gos- 
pel called "The Gospel according to Peter,'' 
a tract of which Eusebius gives the following 
account.* 

" Another tract was composed by Serapion 
concerning the Gospel according to Peter, so 
called, the object of which was to confute the 
errors contained in it, on account of some in 
the church at Rhossus who had been led by 
this book to adopt heterodox opinions. From 
this it may be worth while to quote a few 
words in which he expresses his opinion con- 
cerning it. *We, brethren,' he writes, * ac- 
knowledge the authority both of Peter and 
the other Apostles, as we do that of Christ; 
but we reject, with good reason, the writings 
which falsely bear their names, well knowing 
that such have not been handed down to us. 
I, indeed, when I was with you, supposed that 
you were all going on in a right faith, and, 
not reading through the gospel under the name 

• Hist. Eoekt. Lib. TI. o. 19. 
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of Peter which was produced by diem [those 
who were pleased with it], I said. If this is 
all that troubles yon, let the book be • read. 
But having since learnt from what has been 
told me, that their minds had fallen into some 
heresy, I hasten to be with you again, breth* 
ren, so that you may expect me shortly. Now 
we, brethren, know that a like heresy was held 
by Marcion, who also contradicted himself, not 
comprehending what he said, as you may learn 
from what has been written to you.* For we 
have been able to procure this gospel from 
others who use it, that is, from his followers, 
who are called DoceUe (for the greater part 
(^ the opiniiMis in question belong to their sys- 
tem), and, having gone through it, we have 
found it for the most part conformable to the 
true doctrine of die Saviour; but there are 



* As this sentence is nnimportant, and as I believe the present 
text to be corrupt, I have ventured to render it as perhaps it should 
be amended. It now stands thus : -— ^Hftctf dc, adfX<^l, iraraXa- 

wo&p A /XdXci, A f»aBfia'€a0€ i( ^ viwf ^p6i^, *^bvwiiOri]ntp yhp 
irap^ ^EXXcov, icr.X, I would read the first words as follows : — 
'Hfuit d^, ddcX^l, iaircX<i/3o/i€y Sn 6fiolas ^w oIpccrvMf 6 Mapxlmw^ 
09 lEOi iavT^ fjvawnovTOy k» t» a* 

There is also some uncertainty about the precise meaning of 
the next sentence ; but, fortunately, this uncertainty does not ex- 
tend to any thing important in the psimgraph. 
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some things exceptionable,* which we subjoin 
for your infonnation.' " 

We may conclude, from this account, that 
the Gospel of Peter was not a history of 
Christ's ministry. Serapion would not have 
regarded with such indifference as he first man- 
ifested a history of our Lord, ascribed to the 
Apostle Peter, which he had not before seen. 
Were it genuine, it must have been to him, 
as to any one else, an object of great interest. 
But the supposition of its genuineness is too 
extravagant to require discussion. — Nor can 
we suppose it to] have been an original his- 
tory (that is to say, not a compilation from 
any one or more of the four Gospels), which, 
though not the work of Peter, was yet enti- 
tled to credit. For it is impossible that the 
existence of such a history should not have 
been notorious ; that it should not have been 
a frequent subject of remark; that it should 
have been unknown to Serapion, himself a 
bishop and a controversial writer; or, even 
if previously unknown, that it should not at 
once have excited his attention. — Nor can it 
have been a history founded upon one or more 



• rh flip frXc/oya toO 6p6cv X($you toO Z^r^pof , rufh W vpoabu- 
arakfupa. 

▼OL. III. 33 
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of the four Gospels, with certain additions fa- 
voring the opinions of the Docetae. When we 
recollect the abundant notices of Marcion's 
gospel, which was only a mutilated copy of 
Luke's, it cannot be believed that there was 
another historical book extant among Marcion's 
followers, of a similar character (except that 
it contained some obnoxious additions), of which 
the notices are so scanty, and which is never 
mentioned as an historical book. — There is 
still another supposition ; that it was a his- 
tory undeserving of credit, a history contain- 
ing many fabulous accounts. But this is in- 
consistent with the manner in which Serapion 
mentions it ; for he speaks of it with but slight 
censure, commending the generality of its con- 
tents ; as no catholic writer of his time would 
have spoken of such a professed history of 
Christ's ministry as we have last imagined. 

The Gospel according to Peter, then, was 
not an historical book; and this appears, not 
merely from what has been said, but from the 
fact, that neither Serapion nor Eusebius gives 
any intimation that it bore that character. Se- 
rapion's treatise was in the hands of Eusebius, 
as it probably had been in those of many be- 
fore him. It treated of the errors in the book ; 
it was written to refute them ; and, had these 
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errors consisted in false narratives concerning 
Christ, there is no reasonable doubt that ple- 
nary evidence of the fact would have existed, 
both in the writings of Serapion and Euse- 
tnus, and in those of other fathers. It ap- 
pears that it was used by the Gnostics, and, 
had it been a professed hist(^ of Christ's min- 
istry used by them, we should certainly have 
had much more full information concerning it. 
The supposition that it was not an historical 
book, and this alone, it may be further ob- 
served, agrees with the manner in which Sera- 
pion describes it, as ^^for the most part con- 
formable to the true doctrine " (not the true 
history) <* of the Saviour, but containing some 
things exceptionable." 

The book, it may be added, was not of any 
importance or notoriety. Serapion, bishop of 
Alltioch, in his time the principal see in the 
East, was, as we have seen, unacquainted with 
it, till his attention was called to it by some 
Christians of his diocese, as favoring heretical 
doctrines. We may conclude^ therefore, that 
it was unknown to a great majority of Chris- 
tians, his contemporaries. Besides the notice 
of it by him, we find the following passage 
in Origen : — " Some say that the brothers of 
Jesus were the sons of Joseph by a wife to 
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whom he was married before Mary, relying 
upon the tradition in the Gospel according to 
Peter or the book of James.'' * It is also re- 
ferred to by Eusebius and Jerome, who men- 
tion it as an apocryphal work falsely ascribed 
to Peter. Eusebius especially enumerates it 
among those books which were brought forward 
by the heretics under the names of Apostles ; 
such as no writer of the Church had thought 
worth commemorating, they being altogether 
devoid of good sense and piety. No fragment 
of it remains, and these are all the notices of 
it found in the first four centuries. 

We now come to Origen. It is doubtful 
wliether the Homilies on Luke, which have 
been so often mentioned in this Chapter, are 
to be referred to him as their author.f If they 
are not, there is no passage in all Orige<k's 
works in which he speaks of an apocrjrphal 
gospel as used by any Gentile Christians, cath- 
olic or heretical, besides that relating to the 
Gospel of Peter which has just been quoted. 
Of the book of James, mentioned in connec- 
tion with it, I shall speak hereafter. 



• Comment in Matth. Tom. x. 0pp. III. 463, 463. 
t See the Pre^ce to the third Tolume of De U Roe's edition 
of Origen. 
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I HAVE remarked on three titles of apocry- 
phal gospels mentioned by the Author of the 
Homilies on Luke. There is one other, <^ The 
Gospel according to Thomas," to which like- 
wise I shall advert hereafter. 

Besides those writers whom I have quoted, 
there is none who speaks of apocryphal gos- 
pels before Eusebius, in the first half of the 
fourth century. He enumerates among heret- 
ical books, ^< altogether absurd and irreligious," 
three of those already mentioned, namely, the 
gospels of Peter, Thomas, and Matthias,* but 
gives no further information concerning them, 
and adds no new title to the list. 

I HAV£ brought down the inquiry respecting 
apocryphal gospels to a much later period than 
was necessary. No one will suppose that a 
book of which there is no mention before the 
fourth century could have served the Gnostics 
as a basis for their doctrines. If any book 
appeared after the commencement of the fourth 
century, pretending to be an original history of 
Christ's ministry, —of which we have no proof, 
and which, in the nature of things, is alto- 

• Hist. Eodet. Lib. HL c. 85. 
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gether improbable, — no one will imagine that 
it was entitled to regard. Of any book of an 
early age, purporting to give an account of his 
ministry different from that contained in the 
four Gospels, it is a moral impossibility that we 
should not have received full and unequivocal 
information from writers before the time of 
Eusebius. 

There is no reason, as I conceive, to sup- 
pose that the apocryphal gospels which have 
been mentioned, or the other apocrjrphal books 
extant during the first three centuries, were 
commonly written with the fraudulent design 
of furnishing the pretended authority of Jesus 
or his Apostles in support of false doctrines or 
spurious history; or that, when they bore the 
name of an Apostle, it was intended that they 
should be ascribed to him as his proper work. 
The author of such a book may have put his 
own opinions into the mouth of an Apostle by 
a common rhetorical artifice, as Plato in his 
dialogues introduces Socrates and Timaeus as 
teaching his doctrines ; or as if one, at the 
present day, were to publish a work calling it 
" The Gospel as taught by {according to) St. 
Paul," or " The Gospel as taught by St. 
James." Of this mode of writing we have 
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a remarkable example in the Clementine Hom- 
ilies, the author of which could have intended 
no deception. But the whole account given 
in them of the actions of Peter is a fiction, 
and the discourses ascribed to him contain only 
the writer's own views of the character of 
Christianity. According, however, to the an- 
cient use of language, this book might have 
been, and possibly was, called <^ The Gospel 
according to Peter." Such books might be, 
or it might be fancied that they were, found- 
ed on some traditionary information respect- 
ing the teaching of an Apostle. Thus a book 
called "The Preachmg of Peter,'' or "The 
Preaching of Peter and Paul," was regarded 
both by Clement of Alexandria and by Lac- 
tantius as a work of some authority. Lac- 
tantius supposed it to be a record of their 
preaching while together at Rome.* Clement 
quotes it in the same manner as he quotes " The 
Traditions " before mentioned, and the works of 
the Pagan philosophers, not in evidence of facts, 
but as corresponding with and confirming his 
own opinions. 

Irenaeus speaks, as we have seen, of a gos- 
pel by Judas Iscariot. There was reported 

• Institot La>. TV. c. 91. 
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to be another under the name of Matthias, and 
another under the name of Thomas ; but these 
titles are not mentioned before the third cen- 
tury. Of the books or of the titles which have 
been enumerated, bearing the names of Apos* 
ties, there is besides only the Gospel of Peter, 
which became known to Serapion about the 
close of the second century. But it is alto- 
gether incredible that any Gentile Christian 
in the second century should have engaged 
in so hopeless and foolish an attempt, as to 
endeavour to pass off a composition of his own 
as a gospel written by an Apostle, — a gospel 
which had never before been heard of. Nor 
is it much more likely that any Gentile Chris- 
tian, without ascribing his work to an Apos- 
tle, would, after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
have pretended to give an original history of 
Christ's ministry at variance with the four 
Gospels. As we have already seen, there is no 
evidence that any such work existed. 

The subject of the apocryphal gospels has, 
as it was natural it should, attracted much at- 
tention. It is a subject which deserved to be 
thoroughly examined. But the unavoidable 
consequence of the manner in which it has been 
treated has been to produce a very false im- 
pression of their importance. They were ob- 
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scure writings, very little regarded or known by 
any Christians, catholic or heretical. We find 
in Justin Martyr and Tertullian nothing con- 
cerning them ; in Irenaeus, two titles, one pur- 
porting to be that of a book, which most 
probably was not extant, and the other like- 
wise perhaps originating in mistake, but sup- 
posed to belong to a Valentinian gospel, which 
there is no evidence that the Valentinians ever 
appealed to. Clement gives some extracts from 
a gospel which he found quoted by the En- 
cratites or ascetics. Serapion mentions the 
Gospel of Peter, as in the hands of persons be- 
longing to a parish in his diocese, called Rhos- 
sus, and as used by some of the Docetae. Ori- 
gen once refers to the same book. And the Au- 
thor of the Homilies on Luke adds three other 
titles of books of which he gives no account.* 



* I haTe not adyeiied in the text to one title mentioned by the 
Anthor of the Homilies, namely, " The Groepel according to the 
Twelve Apostles " ; because, as we learn from Jerome (Adyers. 
Pekgianos, Lib. m. 0pp. T. IV. P. 11. col. 533), this was only a 
name which was sometimes given to the Gospel of the Hebrews. 
It may naturally have had its origin in the circumstance, that the 
Hebrew Christians affirmed, that the Gospel of Matthew, which 
alone they used, contained the Grospel as taught by the Apostles, 
or, in other words, was the Gospel according to the Apostles. 
But there is something more to be obserred. The title given is 
not simply " The Gospel according to the Apostles," but ** The 
Gospel according to the Jioeh* Apostles." The Hebrew Chris- 

▼OL. III. 34 
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These are all the notices of apocryphal gospels 
to be found in all the writers of Christian antiq- 
uity before the end of the third century. Had 
they been works of any notoriety, works possess- 
ing any intrinsic or accidental importance, we 
should have had page after page of controversy, 
discussion, and explanation concerning them. 

About the beginning of the last century, a 
manuscript was made known of a gospel as- 
cribed to Barnabas, in the Italian language, but 
supposed to be translated from the Arabic. It 
is the work of a Mahometan, or a work inter- 
polated by a Mahometan. Much more has 
been written by different authors about this 
book * than all that is to be found in the 
Christian writers of the first three centuries 
concerning apocryphal gospels. Yet it is a 
book of which/ probably, few of my readers 

tians, generally, did not recognize the ApoAleship of St. Paul, 
but regarded him as a falae teacher. They roTolted at his doc- 
trine of the abolition of their Law, and of their peculiar national 
distinctions. Hence they may have called their Groepel the 
Gospel according to the Tmehe Apostles, of whose number he 
was not, in order to imply that it was from the tweWe Apostles, 
and not from him, the preadier to the Gentiles, that the true 
doctrines of the Gospel were to be learned. 

* See Fabridus, IIL 373, seqq., Jones, I. 169, seqq.. Sale's 
Translation of the Koran (Ed. 1825), in his Preliminary Dis- 
course, p. 102, and in his Notes, Vol. I. pp. 61, 170; and the 
works referred to by the authors mentioned. 
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have ever heard; and of which he who has 
known any thing may have forgotten what he 
knew. It is easy to apply this fact to assist 
ourselves in judging of the importance to be 
attached to the notices of apocrjrphal gospels 
found in the fathers. 

It may seem as if, in reference to our present 
inquiry, any further discussion of the subject 
must be useless ; and it would be so, but for the 
misapprehensions which have existed concern- 
ing it. There are some fabulous books still 
extant, which, thus standing as it were in the 
foreground, are more likely, at first view, to be 
taken for true representatives of ancient apoc- 
ryphal gospels, than those titles and fragments, 
appearing in the remote distance, with which 
alone we are in fact concerned. These books 
have, in modem times, been called ^' Gospels of 
the Nativity of the Virgin Mary,'^ and " Gospels 
of the Infancy," that is, of the infancy of Jesus. 
They have, likewise, directly or indirectly, been 
brought into competition with the four Gospels. 
But whatever tends to weaken the exclusive 
authority of the catholic Grospels, or to confound 
them in the same class with fabulous writings, 
opens the way for a vague conjecture that there 
may have been in early times other histories of 
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the ministry of Christ at variance with those 
Gospels, and entitled to as much or more credit 
We will, therefore, go on to take notice of 
the works referred to. 

In the quotation that I have given from Ori- 
gen^* besides the mention of the Gospel of 
Peter, there is mention, likewise, of a book of 
James. About the middle of the sixteenth 
century, the celebrated visionary Postel brought 
to the notice of European scholars a work writ- 
ten in Greek, a manuscript of which he found 
in the East. It is a book of about a quarter of 
the size of the Gospel of Mark. He entitled it 
" The Protevangelion (that is, the First-Gospel) 
of St. James the Less'';t — the pretended 
events which it relates being supposed by him 
to have occurred prior to those recorded by St. 
Mark, to whose Gospel he fancied it intended 
for an introduction. But a number of manu- 
scripts of it are now known, and the title Pro- 
tevangelion is not supported by their authority. | 

* See before, pp. 259, 260. 

f The work has been republished by Fabricius, Jones, and 
ThUo. 

X Its title is giyen with much diversity in difierent manuscripts, 
but in all its Yariations expresses that the subject of the work is a 
History of the Nativity of Maiy. In what is supposed to be the 
oldest manuscript it runs thus : — '' A Narration and History how 
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The author, in the conclusion of the work, gives 
his name as James. It is a collection of legen- 
dary fables, principally concerning the nativity 
of the Virgin Mary, her history and that of Jo- 
seph, and the nativity of Jesus. The nativity 
of the Virgin is represented to have been mi- 
raculous, like that of Samuel, and to have been 
announced by an angel. Some things are in- 
terwoven from the first two chapters ascribed to 
Matthew, and from the account of our Saviour's 
birth given by Luke. There are two coinci- 
dences of its narrative with what is found in 
ancient authors, which deserve notice. The 
first relates to the passage of Origen just re- 
ferred to. 

Origen says, that, conformably to the book of 
James, the individuals called in the Gospels the 
brothers* of Jesus were children of Joseph by 
a former wife. In the Protevangelion, Mary is 
represented as having been dedicated by her 
parents as a virgin to the service of God in the 

the snperholy Mother of Grod (^ inrtpayla B€or6Kot) was bom." 
(Thilo, p. liii.) But the book is not confined to a mere account 
of the nativity of Mary ; it extends (as appears above) to the his- 
tory of her life. 

* The word in the original, a!k\<f>olj should be rendered kins- 
men y according to a common use of it. It does not in the passage 
in question denote brothers, in the limited sense of the English 
word. 
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Temple, but at the age of twelve years as hav- 
iog been removed thence by the priests, and 
committed in trust to Joseph, with the purpose 
of her becoming his wife. Befc^re receiving her, 
he is re^nresented as sajdng, ^^ I am an old man 
and have children." * The story, that Joseph, 
when he married Mary, was an old man with 
children by a former wife, is found in many 
writers after the middle of the fourth century. 

One of the fables in this book is, that Mary 
after childbirth remained in all respects as a 
virgin.t The story is referred to and counte- 
nanced by Clement of Alexandria.1 TertuUian, 
on the contrary, in contending against those 
Gnostics who asserted that the body of Christ 
was not a body of flesh and Mood, and that it 
was in no part derived ftoin his mother, insists 
on his proper birth, and incidentally represents 
it as in all respects like that of others.^ It is 
not, however, to be inferred that the Gnostics 
maintained the opinion just mentioned ; for, on 
the one hand, the Marcionites denied altogether 



* ProteyangelioD, c. 9. f Ibid. oo. 19, 30. 

% *AXX', ttf tfouctPf Toit iroXXotf lud fttxpi pvp dojcci ^ Maptiifi 
Xfx«» ^Ivfu di^ T^p Tov waidlov ytvmjfruff o^k aZ<ra Xf^w* Koi yhp 
furh t6 TtKtip aMjy fiaiadtitrav fjxurl riFcr mipBivow tvpt^rjpoi* 
Stiomat VIL $ 16. pp. 889, 890. 

^ In his tract De Carne Christi. 
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the natiyitj of Christ ; and, on the other, that 
opinion was not necessarily connected with the 
doctrine of the theosophic Gnostics, who as- 
cribed to Christ a body, though not a human 
body. But, with a strange approximation to 
the Gnostic denial of the proper body of Christ, 
it has become the established faith of the Ro- 
man Catholic church.* It was made an article 
of cnrthodox belief by the Lateran Council, held 
under Pope Martin the First in the year 649. 

Unless Origen, under the name of the book of 
James, refers to some work like the Protevan- 
gelion, that is, to some pretended history of the 
mother of our Lord, which may have served for 
the foundation of that now extant, there is no 
mention of any such work before the latter half 



• « n convient tootefois qu*il est de la foi oatholique, que Ma- 
rie eel demeiiT^e Vierge apr^s Penfimtement comme derant." 
Fleary, Hbt. Eocl^ An. 847. —In the Catechism of the Council 
of Trent (P. I. Art. 3. n. 13) it is said, — " Preterea, quo nihil ad- 
mirabilius dici omnino, aut cogitari potest, nascitur [Christus] 
ex matre sine ulUL materns virginitatis diminntione, et quo modo 
postea ex sepulcro dauso et obsignato egressus est, atque ad 
discipulos dausis januis introiyit : Tel, ne a rebus etiam, que a 
naturft, quotidie fieri yidemus, discedatur, quo modo soils radii 
coneretam Titri substantiam penetrant, neque firangunt tamen, 
aut aliqni ex parte laedunt ; simili, inquam, et altiori modo Jesus 
Christus ex matemo alTO, sine ullo mateme firginitatis detri- 
mento, editus est, ipsius enim incomiptam yirginitatem Yerissimis 
laudibus celebramus." 
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of the fourth century. In the fourth and fifth 
centuries, it seems probable that there was 
more than one narrative of this kind in exist- 
ence ; but that these narratives were generally 
regarded as fabulous and worthless.^ During 
the ages of darkness that followed, the legends 
concerning the Virgin found favor, in common 
with other fables which overspread ecclesiastic 
cal and profane history. They have entered 
into the established mythology of the Roman 
Catholic church, and have furnished concep- 
tions for its great masters in the art of painting. 
But the particular book we are considering, 
the Protevangelion, never obtained such credit 
in the West as in the East. In the West, its 
existence had become unknown before it was 
brought to light by Postel. In the East, it 
seems probable that it was at one period read 
in some churches on certain holydays, in the 
same manner as the legends of Saints were 
read on their festivals.f The oldest manuscript 
of it now known is referred to the tenth cen- 
tury.J 

The fables respecting the nativity and history 
of Mary, like those which went to the compila- 

* Thilo, p. Ix, seqq. ; p. xci, seqq. Conf. Epiphanios, Haeres. 
XXIV. § 12. p. 94. 
f Thilo, pp. lix, Ix. % Ibid. p. liii. 
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tion of other apocryphal writings, being desti- 
tute of all authoritji were recast in different 
forms by different hands. They are extant, 
with much diversity fipom the Proterangelion, in 
a woj^ found in two Latin manuscripts, one of 
the fourteenth and the other of the fifteenth 
century,* in which they are connected at the 
end with a few stories of miracles performed by 
our Lord in his infiatncy. f In Latin, also, there 
is another work, shorter and less extravagant 
than those which hare been mentioned, relate 
ing to the birth and history of Mary, of which 
the modem title is *^ The Gospel of the Nativity 
of Mary."} Of this the pretended Hebrew 
cHriginal was ascribed to the Apostle Matthew, 
and the translation to Jerome. The fiction by 
which Jerome is represented as its translator 
shows that its composition must have been later 
than the fourth century. 

Ws proceed to the Books of the Infancy. -^ 
As I have mentioned, the Author of the Homi* 
lies on Luke gives the title of a Gospel accord- 
ing to Thomas ; and the same tide is found in 

• Thilo, p. cviii. 

t The work is pobtiihod by Thilo nsder the tide of '< Histtma 
de Nutivitate liana et de In&ntia Sahatom." 
X It voKf be feond in Fabneiaey Jones, and Thilo. 

TOL. III. 36 
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.subsequent writers.* We may conjecture it to 
have been one of those professed expositions 
of Christianity which were called " gospels." 
Nor is there any thing in the ancient writers 
who mention it to countenance a diflferent sup 
position. But there is now extant in Greek a 
collection of fables concerning the infancy and 
childhood of Jesus, which is not, in the manu- 
scripts of it, entitled " a gospel,'' but the writer 
of which announces himself as Thomas an 
Israelite.f This book has been thought to be 
essentially the same with the gospel mentioned 
by the Author of the Homilies, and to have 
been in existence in the second century. But 
of such books, more or less resembling one an- 
other, there are a number extant, which have 
passed in modern times under the name of 
" Gospels of the Infancy." 

One of this number (much larger than the 
book ascribed to Thomas in its present state) 
is written in Arabic. It was published with a 
Latin translation in the year 1697, by Henry 
Sike, Professor of the Oriental Languages in 
the University of Cambridge.l With this the 



* See Fabricios, I. 131, seqq. Thilo, Ixxiz, seqq. 

f A frafin^i^ent, the first part, of this book may be found in 
Fabricius and Jones. The whole, as now extant, is given by Thilo. 

X The Latin Torsion has been republished by Fabridos and 
Jones, and the original with the Torsion, by Thilo. 
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name of Thomas is not connected. It con- 
sists of stories of pretended miracles, which 
accompanied the birth and infancy of our Sav- 
iour, and which he himself performed when a 
child. There is some fancy in these fictions. 
Thej have a tinge of Eastern invention, but 
are essentially of the same character as the 
common legends of the Middle Ages. The 
relater sometimes refers to facts in the Gos- 
pels, and connects his story with them. Thus 
he gives a narrative concerning two robbers, 
whom he represents as the same afterwards 
crucified with Jesus.^ These and similar fa- 
Mes became popular in the East, particularly 
among the followers of Mahomet. Two of 
them appear in the Koran,t and others have 
been current among Mahometan writers.| 

The compilation in Greek that bears the 
name of Thomas has a general correspondence 
with the last half of the preceding. Omitting 
those pretended miracles which accompanied 

• Cap. 83. 

f One is of Christ's speaking while in his cradle (Arabic Gros- 
pel of the Infancy, c. 1), which he did according to the Koran, 
ch. 3. Tol. L p. 58, and oh. 19. Vol. 11. p. 145. The other is of 
his making birds of clay to which he gave life (Arabic Gospel, 
capp. 36, 46), which is referred to in the Koran, ch. 3. Vol. L 
p. 59, and ch. 5. Vol. I. p. 139. 

X See Sike's notes (republished by Thilo). 
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the nativity and infancy of Jesus, it begins 
with those performed in his childhood. Of 
these, about half the stories in one work cor- 
respond to those in the other, though the CHrder 
in which they are arranged is not the same, 
and they are often differendy told. Both works 
imply a very low state of intellect and morals 
in those by whom and for whom they were 
written. In some of the fictions, Jesus, as a 
child, is represented as violent and cruel, so 
that his father, Joseph, is introduced as say- 
ing, — ^< From this time we will not suffer him 
to go out of the house ; for whoever makes 
him angry is killed."* The notions of the 
writer of either book seem in this respect to 
have been derived firom the use of power by 
an Oriental despot. 

A similar collection of fables appears to be, 
or to have been, extant in different languages 
of the Eastf Several manuscript collections 
of them are extant in Latin, more or less di^ 
verse from one another, and from the Arabic and 
the Greek compilation. One only of these is 
known to bear the name of Thomas. The 
author's name is otherwise given as Matthew 



* Anbic Gospel, c. 49. Gospel of Thomw, c 14. 
t Thilo, p. xxxii, seqq. 
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the Evangelist, or James the son of Joseph (to 
whom the Proteyangelion is ascribed) ; and in 
one copy the petended authors are Onesimus 
and John the Evangelist.* 

In regard to these fiahles respecting the in* 
hncy and dnldbood of Jesus, we find an earlj 
notice of one of them in Irenaeus. He is 
^ving an account of a sect, before mentioned, 
the Maroosians, who believed, like the Jewish 
Cabalists, that there were profound mysteries 
hidden in the letters of the alphabetf After 
speaking of their perversitm of the Scriptures, 
irensBus says : «» 

^< Moreover, they bring forward an unspeak-* 
able number of apocryphal and spurious writ- 
ings, which they have fabricated, to confound 
the simple, a.d mich as are ignorant of those 
writings which contain the truth. To this end, 
they also adopt that fiction concerning our Lord, 
that, when he was a child, and learning the 
alphabet, his master, as usual, told him to say 
Alpha (A), and that, upon his repeating Alpha, 
when his master next told him to say Beta (B), 
the Lord replied, <Do you first tell me what 
Alpha is, and then I will teU you what Beta is.' 
And this they explain as showing that he alone 
— 

* Thilo, p. CT, seqq. f See U£rae9 p. 169, aeqq. 
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knew the mystery, which he revealedi in the 
letter Alpha." * 

We may first incidentally remark on this 
passage, that the many apocrjrphal books fabri- 
cated by the Marcosians could have had but a 
short-lived existence, and were but of little 
note ; since no one of them is specified by 
name in any writer; nor does Irenaeus in his 
long article on the sect, nor any other writer, 
refer elsewhere to any use which the Marco- 
sians made of them. It may next be ob- 
served, that the passage is remarkable as af- 
fording one of the only two examples, which 
are reported by the writers during the three 
centuries succeeding the death of our Lord, of 
an argument for a Gnostic doctrine, founded 
on a narrative concerning him not related in 
the Gospels.f But that this narrative was 
already incorporated into a collection of like 
stories does not appear from Irenaeus. His 
words, on the contrary, rather imply that it 
was not. *^ In addition," he says, to their apoc- 
ryphal books, for this is the force of his lan- 
guage, << they adopt for the same purpose that 

* Cont. Hsies. lib. L o. 90. p. 91. 

f The other example which I Tefer to Ib the use, before men- 
tioned (see p. d41, seqq.), which was made by the Enoratitee of 
a paasage in the Gospel of the Egyptians. 
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fiction," a well-known fiction, as is implied, 
"concerning the Lord,"* 

This fiction has become the foundation of 
two different stories in the Arabic compi1ation,t 
and of three in the Greek,t in the former our 
Saviour being represented as having had two 
successive schoolmasters, and in the latter, 
three ; and, as might be expected from its an- 
tiquity, none o( the fables of the same class 
appears to have been more vndely circulated.^ 



* *' IIpo<nrap(iKafip6vov<n bi tls tovto icoxciyo t6 padiovpytjiuLj*^ 
fc r. X. 

' t ^&PP* ^« 40- t ^^PP- ^> '^9 ^> ^^> ^^* 

§ " As to the life of Jesas Christ," says Chardin, ** the Per- 
sian legends contain not only what is in the Grospels, but likewise 
an the tales found in the legends of the Elastem Christians, and 
particularly in an Armenian legend, entitled PEvangile Enfant/^ 
which is nothing but a tissue of fabulons miracles ; such, for ex- 
unple, as that Jesus, seeing Joseph much troubled at having cut 
a board of cedar too short, said to him : — ' Why are you so 
troubled! Give me one end of the board and pull the other, 
and it vriU grow longer.' Another story is, that, being sent to 
school to learn the alphabet, his master directed him to pronounce 
A ; he paused and said to his master, — ' Tell me, first, why tihe 
first letter of the alphabet is formed as it is.' Upon this, his 
master treating him as a talkative little child, he answered, — 
< I will not say A, till yon tell me why the first letter is made 
as it is.' But his master growing angry, he said to him, — < I 
will instruct you, tihen. The first letter of the alphabet is formed 
of three perpendicular lines on a horizontal line — (the Armenian 

* The title is so rendered by Chardin. 
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During a Icmg interral after Irena&us, we hear 
nothing more of fables respecting the infancy 
and childhood of Christ* There is nothing 
necessarily miraculous in the supposed fact re-» 
lated in the story which he quotes ; on the con- 
trary, nmie but the MarcosianSi or those who en- 
tertained like notions with them of the myste- 
rious signi&sance of the letters of the alphabet, 
could have inferred from it any supernatural 
knowledge in the infant Jesus. Epipbanius is 
the first writer who distinctly refers to stories 
of fabulous miracles performed by Jesus in hb 
childhood ; and these stories he does not alto- 
gether reject. The miracle at the marriage 
feast at Cana, he says, was the first performed 
by Jesus, ^^ except, perhaps, those which he is 
reported to have performed in his youth, in 
play as it were, according to what some say,'* * 



A IB thus ibrmed, very like an inTerted m) — to teach ua that 
the Be^ning of all things is one Eaeeoce in three Penona.' " 
Voyages en Pene, Tom. 11. pp. 969, 370. Ed. 4to. 1736. 

The difference between the Armenian version of the story of 
the alphabet and that given by the Biarcoeians shows the chaogef 
to which fables of this sort were exposed. — * Two stories dif- 
ferent from each other, bat both eone^onding essentially to 
the marvel of lengthening the cedar board, are fonnd, one in 
the Arabic Gospel (o. 39), and the other in the Gospel of 
Thomas (c. 13). 

• Heres. LL ( 20. 0pp. I. 449. 
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After him, Ckrjsostom expresses his opiDioii, 
that the miracle of Cana was the first performed 
by our Saviour, and rejects, as wholly undeserv- 
ing of credit, the fables concerning miracles 
performed by him in his childhood.* 

As regards the book now extant, of which 
the author calls himself Thomas, it could not 
have been that referred to by the Author of the 
Homilies on Luke, and subsequently by some 
odier ancient writers, under the name of the 
Grospel of Thomas, for it is evidently a com- 
position of the Middle Ages. All, it would 
seem, that can be meant by those modem 
writers who have regarded the two books as 
die same, is, that the one anciendy called the 
Gospel of Thomas served as a basis for the 
present compilation of fables. But the present 
book bears so thoroughly, in its matter and 
style, the character of an age far later than 
that in which the Gospel of Thomas is first 
mentioned, that, should we attempt to separate 
this character fix>m it, we should find that noth- 
ing would be left. Besides, of those different 
compilations of fables that have been mentioned, 
only one set professes to have been written by 



* Homil. in Joannem, XX. ool 133. Ed. 1697. Homil. XTI, 
ool. 108. Homil. XXII. ool. 1S4. 

TOL. III. 36 
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an author called Thomas; and no copy which 
bears his name assumes to be called a gospel. 
The supposition, that die ancient Gospel of 
Thomas was so remarkable a book, as one con- 
taining a collection of stories respecting our 
Lord's childhood must have been regarded dur- 
ing the first three centuries, cannot be recon- 
ciled with the facts, that we are not informed 
of its contents by any ancient writer; that it 
is not quoted under that name by any ancient 
writer; that those who mention the fables do 
not speak of the Gospel of Thomas, and that 
those who mention the Gospel of Thomas do 
not speak of the fables.* 

* There is another book that has been reckoned among wpot- 
ryphal writings, '* The Gospel of Nicodemns," so called, of 
which, when the first edition of this work was published, it did 
not seem to me that there was occasion to give an acoonnt in 
relation to the argument befiire us, or that there would be any 
propriety in doing so incidentally. But I haye remarked that 
one of the most noted modem champions of infidelity, Strauss, 
in treating of the death of our Lord (and elsewhere), often quotes 
it, and compares its statements with those of the ETsngelists ; 
as he has also quoted, in like manner, the Protevangelion of 
James, the History of the Nativity of Mary (see before, p. 273), 
and the Gospels of the Infancy. 

The Gospel of Nicodemus is equally fiibulous with the books 
just mentioned. The Greek original has been published, from 
a coUation of dififerent copies, with elaborate notes, by Thilo. 
A Latin translation, which dififers from it in many particulars, 
may be found in Fabricius and Jones. The copies of this book, 
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But, it may be asked, were the fables con- 
tained in the Protevangelion and the Books of 



like those of othen of the same class, rary mach from one 
another. 

According to the Greek text, a person who announces him- 
self as Ananias, a Jew, says, that, in the reign of Theodoeins 
(his blondeis in chronology are such as to leave it uncertain 
whether he meant the first or second emperor of that name), 
he had discovered this book ; that it was written originally in 
Hebrew by Nicodemus, and that he had translated it into Greek. 

The book which follows this proem consists, first, of an ac- 
count of the trial of our Lord before Pilate, founded on the 
reladons of the Eyangehsts. It is swelled by a narratiTe of the 
appearance befi^re Pilate of many who had been the subjects or 
witnesses of his miracles, — miracles recorded in the Grospels, — 
who are introduced as testifying in his favor. Then, after an 
account of his death and burial, follows a marvellous story re- 
specting Joseph of Arimathea, who is represented as having been 
persecuted by the Jews on account of the honor paid by him to 
the body of Jesus, and to have been delivered from confinement 
by Jesus immediately after his own resurrection ; and narratives 
of individuals supposed to have witnessed the ascension of our 
Lord, and to have testified to this fact before the Jewish San- 
hedrim. 

Here it seems probable that the book originally ended. But in 
some manuscripts a conclusion is found, which consists of an 
account of our L^nrd's descent to Hades, and of his carrying 
away thence the souls of the just 'who had died before his time. 
It is given in the form of a deposition before the Sanhedrim of 
two of the dead, who were present in Hades upon the occasion, 
which deposition they themselves committed to writing, and gave 
into the hands of Joseph of Arimathea and Nicodemus. This 
concluding legend appears to have been the immediate source of 
those conceptions respecting our Lord's descent to Hell, or the 
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the Infancy ever reallj believed ? The ques- 
tion falls into the same wide class with many 

'* Harrowing of Hell," as it was oaHed in M Engliih litetar 
tare, which were common in the latter part of the Middle Ages. 

Sach ia the Gospel of Nicodemoa. It is not named by any 
Grfeek or Latin fiither; nor ii there any eleai pre<^ of its ex-* 
iatence till a rery late period. (See the TBMtknoma et Onswm 
collected by Fabriciua, L 314 -d37, and the Prolegomam of 
Thilo.) There woold be no greater want of good-aenae in quot- 
ing a mirade-play of the Middle Ages for the pnrpoae of con- 
fronting its repreaentationa with thoae of the ETangelista, than 
what i^peara in quoting for this end the Goapel of Nicodemoa ; 
or, it may be added, in thus quoting the Proteyangelion of Jamea, 
the History of the NatiTity, and the Gospels of the In&acy. 

But as this book has been mentioned, it may be weU to enter 
into son» further explanation respecting it. There has been, as 
I conceive, a great confusion of ideas oonoeraing it, aziaing from 
the error of giving it the additional name of *' The Acts of 
Pilate." This error appears to have had its origin from two 
passages in the History of the Franks by Gregory of Tours, 
written in the latter part of the sixth century. In the first of 
these passages (lib. I. cap. 31) Gregory makea a very brief 
mention of the imprisonment of Joseph of Arimathea by the 
ohief-priests (the story before referred to), which he says was 
related in the Acts of Pikte {Oesta PHaii), sent ^ him to 
the Emperor Tiberius ; and in the seeond (Ibid. c. 34) he men- 
tions these Acts again, as containing infonnation, giren by 
Pilate to the Emperor, of the miracles, death, and passton of 
Jesus, and as being still extant. The drcumstuice, that in 
the first passage he has ref e rred to the persecution of Joasph 
<tf Arimathea, which is related in the Gospel oi Nicodemus, 
has led to the belief that this work is, or was originally, the 
same boc^ with the Acts of Pilate. But the argument wooUi 
in no case avail to prove this identity, since the author of the 
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Others, to all which a oommon answer is to be 
ghren. Were the legends with which the 

Gospel of Nieodemus may, equally with Gregory, have derived 
the story, directly or indirectly, from some book which bore that 
title. It may cTen be that Gregory himself furnished him with 
the germ of his fable. 

Here two questions arise : — What was the original meaning of 
that title, *' The Acts of Pilate " ! and how must it be under- 
stood in relation to the subject before us ! 

The accounts which the Roman provincial goTcmors were ac- 
customed to send to the Emperor of their own doings and of re- 
markable events in their respective provinces were sometimes 
called Acts (Acta in Latin, or, as written in Greek letters, ^A/tra). 
There can be little doubt that Pilate did send home such an ac- 
count relating to Jesus. Rumors concerning him must hsTe 
reached Rome ; and his reputed miracles and daims, and the 
circumstances connected with his history and death, were not mat- 
ters to be passed over in silence in the reports of a procurator who 
was under the eye of Tiberius. 

Accordingly, Justin and Tertullian in their Apologies refer 
briefly in general terms to the account of Pilate, which Justin 
calls his Acte, as confirming their statements respecting the mir- 
acles and death of Jesus. But it is not probable that either of 
them had seen an authentic copy of those Acte, or that sudi copies 
were ever in circulation. They either spoke from private infor- 
mation, direct or indirect ; or, perhaps, inferred from the nature of 
the ease, that the account given by Pilate must tend to confirm 
their own. 

In the begijaning of the fourth century, according to the rela- 
tion of Eusel>ius (Hist. Ecdes. Lib. IX. c. 5. Conf. Lib. L cc 0, 
11), during the persecution under Maximin, pretended Acte of 
Pilate, full of calumnies against our Lord, were fabricated and 
lealously circulated. 

Afterward, as we learn from Epiphanius (Hsres. L. 0pp. I. 
430), thwe were extant among Christians, in the fourth century. 
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whole history of Christendom was swarming 
from the fourth century to the fifteenth really 



other Bpurions Acts of PUate, which were appealed to by certain 
heretics, in proof that our Lord sufiered on the eighth of the 
Calends of April, the anniversary of which day they commemo- 
rated. Epiphanius says (but whether truly or not may be a 
question) that he had seen copies of those Acts giving a different 
date. . The author of a Homily ascribed to Chrysostom (Chrysos- 
tomi 0pp. y. 042. EM. Savil.) says that the day of our Lord's 
death was known from the Acts of Pilate to be the eighth of the 
Calends of April. The same date is also found in the Gospel of 
Nicodemus. 

This is the sum of all the information concerning any real or 
pretended Acts of Pilate furnished by all the writers before 
Gregory of Tours. 

No one can be supposed to imagine that the Gospel of Nico- 
demus IB either the authentic Acts of Pilate referred to by Justin 
and Tertullian, or those spurious Acts which were put into circu- 
lation during the persecution under Maximin. It follows, that 
those who believe the Gospel to be the same book with the Acts 
must believe it to be the Acts of which Epiphanius speaks, of the 
contents of which we know nothing, except that they specified a 
particular day as that of our Lord's death. 

But this belief must be entertained in opposition to the dear 
and decisive evidence furnished by the book itself. 

The Greek Gospel published by Thilo begins with a statement 
that the Hebrew original was found and translated into Greek in 
the seventeenth year of Theodosius, the first or second of that 
name. At the end of the Latin version edited by Fabricius, The- 
odosius the Great is said to have discovered it in the Pretorium of 
Pilate at Jerusalem, which extraordinary story shows that the 
times of Theodosius must have been to the author of this version 
a fabulous age. No copy of the work assigns an earlier date for 
its discovery. 

But no one will credit the fable of a Hebrew original of the 
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believed ? How was it with the mythology 
and marvels of Greek and Roman Paganism, 
interwoven as they were with the religious sen- 
book. The Greek text is the original ; and this, it appears, 
claims for itself no higher antiquity than the end of the fourth 
oentury or the beginning of the fifth. It is probably of much 
later date. But on its own showing it could not haye been the 
book quoted, as Epiphanius reports, under the name of the Acts 
of Pilate, by heretics in the fourth century. 

The character of the Gospel of Nicodemus is such as to render 
the supposition utterly incredible, that any one could have put it 
forth under the name of the Acts of Pilate, that title being under- 
stood, as it undoubtedly was during the first four centuries, to de- 
note an official account of his doings concerning Jesus sent by 
Pilate to the Emperor. It has nothing of the nature or form of 
an official communication. It is a legendary fable. There is no 
inscription to Tiberius, nor any address to him throughout the book. 

Nor is it pretended in the book itself that Pilate was its author. 
According to its own statement, it was composed by Nicodemus. 
In the Greek copies, there is no mention of Pilate as having any 
thing to do with it. Nor does it appear that the title. Acts of 
Pilate, was given it in any manuscript, Greek or Latin. In 
an addition made in Latin copies (Thilo, p. 788), it is said 
that Pilate, having been informed by Joseph of Arimathea and 
Nicodemus of all that passed in the Jewish Sanhedrim, " wrote 
an which had been done and said by the Jews concerning Jesus 
(omnia qtut gesta et dicta sunt de Jesu a Judios), and put all the 
words in the public books of his Pretorium." This story, and 
the words " omnia quae gesta^" may perhaps haye countenanced 
the error of calling it the Acts of Pilate, Cresta Pilati, But the 
only title which could with any plausibility be deriyed from 
the passage would be '* Acts of the Jews," Gesta Judieorum, 
meaning, in a sense of the word Gesta familiar in the Middle 
Ages, <' Deeds (or Doings) of the Jews.'' ~ Note to 2d Edi- 
tion, 1847. 
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timents and rites and daily usages of the most 
enlightened nations of antiquity? Had the 
Egyptian!; a trae faith that a particular bull 
was their god Apis ? Did they believe in the 
divinity of the Crocodile and the Ibis ? What 
was their state of mind in respect to their other 
gods, — qualia demens JEgyplus partenta coU" 
batj — with all the strange and disgusting his- 
tories attached to them ? How has it been 
with the Hindus, one of the few nations out 
of the European family which have approach- 
ed to European intelligence ? Have they be- 
lieved or not the enormous fables — that even 
a healthy imagination shrinks from — which 
are reported as true in their sacred books? 
How much of the history of human opinions 
on all the higher sulgects of thought is a his- 
tory of human errors, — often of errors the 
most repulsive to reason, yet widely prevail- 
ing, and obstinately maintained from century 
to century. Have not those errors been be- 
lieved ? 

The general answer to be given to these 
questions embraces the particular reply to the 
inquiry by which they were suggested, re- 
specting the fables of the Protevangelion and 
of the Books of the Infancy. Throughout the 
history of mankind, we find, as regards both 
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facts and doctrines, the broadest exhibitions of 
credulity, which, if the delusion have passed 
away, or if we are out of the sphere of its in- 
fluence, we can hardly help regarding as mon- 
strous and unnatural, till we recollect how 
prevalent they have been, and consequently how 
consistent with our common nature. There 
are other avenues, more trodden than the nar- 
row way of reason, by which opinions enter 
the mind. What impresses the imagination, 
afiects the feelings, and is blended with habit- 
ual associations, is received by the generality 
as true. Fables however absurd, conceptions 
however irrational, even unmeaning forms of 
words, which have been early presented to the 
mind, and with which it has been long con- 
versant, make as vivid an impression upon it 
as realities, and assume their character. No 
opinions inhere more strongly than those about 
which the reason is not exercised ; for they are 
unassailable by argument. It would be well 
to have different words to distinguish between 
the two different states of mind, in the one 
of which we receive conceptions as true with- 
out reasoning, while in the other our assent 
is given through an exercise of judgment. The 
term to credit is now used in one of its signifi-^ 
cations merely as synonymous with the term 

VOL. III. 37 
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to believe. We might confine the use of the 
former term to denoting the first kind of as- 
sent, assent without the exercise of the under- 
standing, and employ the latter only to signify a 
faith that relies on reason. Using the words 
in these senses, we might say that the mass 
of errors which have been credited bears a vast 
disproportion to the amount of truths which 
have been believed. Nor shall we find it hard 
to conceive, nor regard it as a very extraordi- 
nary fact, that the fables respecting the moth- 
er of our Lord and our Lord himself have been 
credited, as well as the doctrine of transub- 
stantiation. Undoubtedly the world has grown 
wiser; or rather, a small portion of the .world 
has grown wiser; and we may hope that the 
light will become less troubled, steadier, and 
brighter, and spread itself more widely. Ali- 
ud ex alio clarescet. Res accendent lumina 
rebus. 

From what has appeared in this Chapter, it 
it is evident that the Gnostics did not oppose to 
the four Gospels any other history of Christ's 
ministry; or, to state the conclusion in more 
general terms, it is evident, that, during the 
first three centuries, no history of Christ's min- 
istry at variance with the four Grospels was 
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in existence. The history of his ministry, such 
as it is contained in diem, or in some one of 
them, served as a common basis for the opinions 
of all Christians, both cadiolic and heretical. 

If the Grospel of the Hebrews, in its uncor- 
rupted state, was, as we have seen reason to 
believe, the Gospel of Matthew, then there is 
no probability that any work besides those of 
the Evangelists, professing to be an original 
history of our Lord's ministry, was ever in cir- 
culation after the appearance of the first three 
Gospels, — somewhere, probably, about the 
year 65.* Luke mentions imperfect accounts 
which preceded his own. But, after the ap- 
pearance of the first three Gospels^ though 
the copies of such accounts might not be de- 
stroyed, they would cease to be multiplied 
and circulated. We accordingly find no trace 
of their existence subsequent to the notice of 
them by Luke. 

It may seem again as if nothing fiirther 
were to be said. But, in order to exhaust tbe 
general subject we are considering, a few more 
remarks remain to be made concerning some 
supposed gospels, formerly mentioned^ which 

* *See Vol. I. pp. clzzxriiiy dzzxiz. 



^ 
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Eichhorn maintains to have been in common use 
during the second century {Nreviously to the use 
of the catholic Gospels, on even to the ex- 
istence of the latter in their jNresent state.* 
I have already had occasion to take notice 
of all the titles which he enumerates except 
two. These two, to which we will now at- 
tend, are ^^ gospels used by Tatian in compos- 
ing his Diatessaron " and ^< The Gospel of Ce- 
rinthus.'' t 

Tatian, the discij^e of Justin Martyr, and 
the contemporary of Irensus, became an as- 
cetic, and a Gnostic of the Valentinian schod. 
Respecting his Diatessaron, Theodoret, as we 
have formerly remarked,! speaks of his hav- 
ing found two hundred copies of it among the 
Christians of his diocese, which he removed, 
and supplied their place by copies of the Gros- 
pels. He sajrs, — ** Tatian put together what 
is called * The Gospel out of the Four ' " (that 
is, a gospel composed out of the four Gospels, 
a Diatessaron), ^^ cutting away the genealogies, 
and all else which shows that the Lord was 

• See Vol. I. pp. 08 - 100. Comp. p. 0, aef^ 
f « Cerinth's Erangeliam." Eichhom's Einleit. in das N. T., 
I. 107. 
X See Vol. I. p. 63. 
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born of the race of David according to the 
flesh. And this book is used, not only bj 
those of his sect, but bj those who adhere to 
the doctrines of the Apostles ; they not know- 
ing the jfraud in its composition, but using it, in 
their simplicity, as a compendious book.'' * It 
is evident that Theodoret, with the book be- 
fore his eyes, regarded it as a history of Christ 
compiled from the four Grospels ; nor does he 
olgect any thing to it but the omissions which 
he specifies. Eusebius gives the same account 
of the composition of the book from the four 
Gospels; remarking in connection, that the 
Encratites, of which sect, he sajrs, Tatian was 
the founder, used the Gospels.f But, in oppo- 
sition to all testimony and probability, it was 
fancied by Eichhom that Tatian did not use 
our present four Gospels, but four others very 
like them ; | — so like them, it appears, that 
they were mistaken for them. There is not a 
sufficient show of argument in support of this 
conjecture to admit of any particular confuta- 
tion. It may be worth while to discuss it, 
when the supposition can be rendered plau- 



* Hsret. Fab. lib. L n. 30. 0pp. IV. 308. 

t Hist Eccles. Lib. IV. c. 30. 

t Einleit. in d^ N. T., I. 110 - 113. 
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sible, that, in the time of Irenseus, simulta- 
neouslj with our four Grospels, four other gos- 
pels existed very like them, but not the same.* 

The Diatessaron of Tatian, then, is one 
among the abundant proofs of the use which 
the theosophic Gnostics made of the four Gos- 

* " Tatian's (>0Bpel," sajs Eichhom, '< was called bj many 
the Gospel of the Hebrews " ; and he asks, — *' Whence could 
this name have arisen, except from the circumstance that that 
gospel served for its basis! " The only authority for his asser- 
tion is a passage of Epiphanius. 

Epiphanius, as his text now stands, sajrs (Heres. XLVI. § 1. 
0pp. I. 391), — ** From Tatian those who are called Encratites 
derive their origin, partaking of the same venom ; and it is said 
that < The Gospel out of the Four,' which some call < The Gos- 
pel according to the Hebrews,' was made by him." But there 
can be no doubt that the Diatessaron of Tatian and the Gospel 
of the Hebrews were very difierent books ; and the supposition, 
that the Hebrew Groepel of the Jewish Chiistiaos was written in 
Greek by a Gnostic toward the close of the second century, is 
too gross an absurdity for any one to have entertained. Nor is 
there the least probability that the title of '' The Gospel accord- 
ing to the Hebrews " was ever common to the book to which it 
properly belonged and to Tatian's Diatessaron. If the text of 
Epiphanius be correct, his assertion can qvly be reckoned as one 
among his numberless blunders. But it seems most probable 
that his text is corrupt ; and that, instead of icor^ '£/3/m(ov£, " ao- 
cording to the Hebrews," we should read Korii 'Eyicpannu, '* ac- 
cording to the Encratites." This will accord with his speaking 
of Tatian's Diatessaron in immediate connection with hit men- 
tion of the Encratites as deriving their origin from him. They, 
of course, were likely to make particular use of his Diatessaron ; 
and this therefore might naturally be called by some '^ The Gos- 
pel aocording to the Ekioxatites." 
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pels, and of the authority which they ascribed 
to them. ^ 

We proceed to the supposed gospel of Ce- 
rinthus. Eichhorn quotes concerning this two 
passages from Epiphanius, who is his sole au- 
thority. 

That writer, in his account of the Cerinthi- 
ans, affirms that they ^^used the Gospel of 
Matthew, not complete, however, but in part 
only '' ; * and, in his account of the Ebionites, 
he says that Cerinthus used the same Grospel 
of Matthew with the Ebionites, except that he 
retained the genealogy for the purpose of prov- 
ing from it that Jesus was the son of Joseph 
and Mary.t 

Regarding Epiphanius as a trustworthy writ- 
er, and as being alone a sufficient representa- 
tive of Christian antiquity, Eichhorn asserts 
that ^^it is undeniable that Christian antiquity 
ascribed to Cerinthus the use of Matthew's 
Gospel, but with a shorter text " ; | and he 

• Haeres. XXVm. § 6. p. 113. 

t Haeres. XXX. ^ 14. p. 138. 

% Eioleit. in das N. T., I. 110. — It may be worth while here 
to take notice of what we might call an extraordinary oversight 
of Eichhorn, if such oversights did not often occur in the works 
of the modem theologians of Grermany. Cerinthus is repre- 
sented, by all the ancient writers who pretend to give an account 
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infers that the Gospel of Cerinthus was an 
earlier gospel than that of Matthew, that is to 
say, the Gospel which we now call Matthew's 
in a yet imperfect state.^ 

It is needless to inquire by what {Mfocess 
this might be inferred fiom the words of £pi- 
phaniusy supposing him to be a writer of good 
authority. As we have formerly seen,t he is 
entitled to no credit in his account of the Ce- 
rinthians. He has manufactured a sect, to 
which, ascribing the doctrines of the Ebionites, 
he has likewise ascribed the use of the Gos- 
pel of the Ebionites. 

But there is another passage of Epiphanius, 



of him, as teaching that Jesus was the son of Joseph and Mary. 
But Eichhorn, after quoting his authority, Epiphanius, to this 
effect, proceeds, a few lines after (p. 108), to obeerye, that, as 
the gospel of Cerinthus had the genealogy of Jesus, so "it 
probably had also the whole evangelittm ii^antitt (goq>el of the 
infancy) which is now contained in the first two chapters of 
Matthew." That is to say, Eichhom supposes, that, though 
Cerinthus rejected the belief of the miraculous conoeption of oui 
Lord, he receiyed the account of it as authentic. 

It is by conjectures which have more or less of a like charac- 
ter, and by critics equally inconsiderate, that the genuineness 
and authenticity of the Gospels have been assailed in modem 
times in Germany. Among those critics I know of none who is 
to be ranked higher than Eichhom for theological knowledge, 
clearness of mind, and power of reasoning. 

• Einleit. in das N. T., L 109. f Vol: U. pp. 76 - 78. 
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which Eichhom has' omitted to notice. It is 
in his accoant of the Alogii Luke, he says, 
in the first words of his Gospel, " Since many 
have undertaken," that is, to write gospels, 
^points to some undertakers, as Cerinthus, 
Merinthus, and others." * He had before told 
us that Cerinthus and his followers used the 
Grospel of Matthew, with some omissions. He 
here tells us that Cerintiius wrote a gospel be- 
fore Luke wrote his. Following Mm, there-" 
fore, as a well-informed and crediUe writer, and 
putting his different accounts together, we must 
conclude that Cerinthus wds the original com^- 
poser of Matthew's OospeL Reasoning after 
a fashion with which erery one acquainted 
with modern German theokigy mu9t be fa- 
miliar, we might go on to infer, as highly 
probable, that Merinthus was the afuthor of 
the Go^el of Mark. But here we should be 
met by a difficulty, arising from what Epipha* 
nius elsewhere says, that he did not know 
whether Gmnthus and Merinthus were dif^ 
ferent persons^ or only different names of the 
same person.t But the existence of the very 
eariy gospel of Merinthus, which, I believe, 

* Heres. LI. ^ 7. p. 428. 

t Hcres. XXVEI. § 8. p. 116. 

VOL. III. 38 
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no one has yet undertaken to patronizey rests 
on as good ground as that of the gospel of 
Cerinthus. 

In pursuing the inquiry concerning the sup- 
posed existence of Gnostic gospels, we have 
enabled ourselves to form a correct judgment 
of the character and importance of all those 
books which have been called apocryphal gos- 
pels, and of their bearing on the genuineness 
and authenticity of those four books which 
in ancient times were universally recognized 
as the original histories of Christ's ministry, 
given by his immediate followers, or those 
who derived their knowledge from them. On 
the subject of apocryphal gospels there have 
been vague and incorrect notions, that have 
continued, in one form or other, down to our 
time, among those who have been disposed 
to invalidate the authority of the four Gospels. 
They cannot, perhaps, be more cleariy or more 
briefly explained than in the words of the 
Jew Orobio, in his celebrated controversy with 
Limborch respecting the truth of Christianity. 
" There were,'' he says, " besides the four Gros- 
pels many others, some of which are referred 
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to by Jerome * and other fathers, which were 
the foundation of different heresies. Such 
were the gospel to the Egyptians, that to the 
Helnrews, that of Thomas, that of Bartholo- 
mew,! that of the Twelve Apostles,! that of 
Basilides, that of Harpocras,^ and others that 
it would be superfluous to mention ; every one 
of which had its adherents, and gave occasion 
to dispute. All these gospels, conflicting with 
one another in regard to the truth of the his- 
tory, were in the course of time and by the 
audiority of councils rejected; the four only 
being admitted in Europe, as corresponding 

best with each other." || On the ground of 

i f 

* The imperfect and erroneous iriew of the subject taken bj 
Orobio 18 sufficiently evident from this reference to Jerome. 
Books which could hare come into competition with the four 
Grospels must haye been very conspicuous books long before the 
time of Jerome. 

t This title is first' mentioned by Jerome in his Proem to 
Matthew's Groepel. The existence of any book answering to it 
is doubtful. 

% This was another title for the Groepel of the Hebrews. See 
before, pp. 265, 266, note. 

$ By Harpocras must, it would seem, be meant Carpoerates, 
and Orobio probably had in mind an indistinct recolleotion of the 
story of Epiphanius (Hsres. XXX. § 14. p. 138), that Carpo- 
erates used the G^ospel of Matthew, corrupted, in common with 
the Ebionites. (See Vol. I. p. liL note.) — Except this title, and 
that of " The Gospel of Bartholomew," the others enumerated 
by Orobio have been already remarked upon. 

I The passage is quoted by Fabridus, I. 146. 
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such statements it has been argued, in effect, 
that there were originallj many various ao- 
counts of Christ's ministry, differing much from 
one another, so that the truth was altogether 
unsettled, and that our four Gospels, which 
had no particular claim to credit, obtained gen- 
eral currency, to the exclusion of other works 
of the same kind, in consequence only of their 
finding favor with the prevalent party among 
Christians, and hence being sanctioned by the 
decrees of councils. Respecting this supposi- 
tion, it is here unnecessary to recur to that 
evidence for the universal reception of the fidur 
Gospels by the great body of Christians vdiioh 
shows it to be altogether untenable. In the 
present Chapter, we have examined, or ad- 
verted to, every book, real or supposed, pass- 
ing under the name of a gospel, the title of 
which is mentioned by any writer before Epi- 
phanius. Among them are the Gospel of the 
Hebrews and the Gospel of Marcion. The 
existence of neither of these books can weak- 
en the proof of the authority and general re- 
ception of the four Gospels. But it would be 
idle to suppose that any other of those which 
have been mentioned was brought into com- 
petition vrith the four Gospels as a different 
history of Christ's ministry ; and still more idle 
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to suppose this of any book, the very title c^ 
which is not meationed till after the middle 
of the fourth century.* 

The main purpose of our inquiry respecting 
the Gnostics has been to determine whether 
they afford evidence for the genuineness of the 
Gospels. That they do afford such evidence 
has abundantly appeared. But something re- 
mains to be said. In the next Chapter we 

* A degree of confusion and misapprehension respecting the 
snbject of apocryphal gospels may have been produced by the 
fact, that Fabricios giyes an account of such gospels under fifty 
titles, which, -as the same book sometimes passed under two or 
more different titles, he supposes may represent about forty 
books (I. 335*, note). But in making this collection he has 
taken a very wide range. He has included writings which haye 
no daim to the title of *' gospel," either in the ancient or modem 
sense of the word ; and he has brought his catalogue down to 
the year 1600, mentioning a History of Christ in Persian, pub- 
lished that year by the missionary Jerome Xavier, for the benefit 
of his conyerts. Many of the titles collected by him rest on no 
good authority. Some evidently had their origin in ignorance 
and misapprehension. With the exception of those which have 
been remarked upon, they are to be found only in writers from 
Epiphanius downward. Their alphabetical arrangement, how- 
ever, tends, at first view, to give the impression, that one de- 
serves as much attention as another. But, of the works men- 
tioned by Fabricius, all that can with any reason be supposed to 
have been extant before the middle of the third century have 
been taken notice of in this Chapter. 
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shall conclude with bringmg into one view the 
fects already adduced, in connection with others 
not yet adverted to, and attending to the rela- 
tions and bearings of the whole. 



CHAPTER XIIL 

CONCLUDINO STATBMSNT OF THB EVIDBlfCB FOB THB OBNU- 
INBNBSS OP THB GOSPBLS AFFORDED BT THB ONOSTICS. 

The facts that have been brought forward 
show in what manner the Gospels were re- 
garded by the Gnostics. It has appeared that 
the theosophic Gnostics recognized the au- 
thority of the four Gospels in common with 
the catholic Christians, while the Gospel used 
by the Marcionites was essentially the same 
with the Gospel of Luke. But we will now 
review those facts in connection with some- 
others which have not yet been stated, and 
consider more particularly what inferences may 
be drawn from the whole. In pursuing the 
subject, we will first confine our attention to 
the Marcionites. 

An unjustifiable application of a principle 
common to all the Gnostics* led the Mar- 
cionites to reject certain passages from the text 
of Luke, and to decline any appeal to the au- 



* See beibfe, p. 906, seqq. 
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thority of the three remaining Gospels. But 
the very principle on which they proceeded, 
that the Apostles and their followers were under 
the influence of Jewish prgudices, implies that 
they recognized the genuineness of the passa- 
ges, and of the Gospels, which they rejected. 
It may be further remarked, that their having 
recourse to the mutilation of Luke's Gospel 
shows that no other history of Christ's min^ 
istry existed more favorable to their doctrines ; 
— that, in the first half of the second century, 
when Marcion lived, there was no Gnostic gps^ 
pel in being, to which he could appeal. 

The fact, that Marcion's gospel was founded 
on that of Luke, proves the existence and an- 
jthority of Luke's Gospel at the time when 
Marcion lived. We may, therefore, recur to 
the reasoning which has before been used, to 
show that the existence and authority o{ any 
one of the four Gospels at a particular period 
implies the contemporaneous existence and au^ 
thority of the other three.* In proving their 
genuineness, if that reasoning be correct, they 
may be regarded as virtually one book. Had 
any other of the Gospels not existed together 
with that of Luke, at the commencement of 

• Sm Vol. I. pp. 183 - w>. 
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the second century, or bad it not then been re- 
garded as of authority, it never could afterward 
have attained to the high estimation in which 
Luke's Gospel was held. 

We will next attend to the broad distinction 
that was made between the Marcionites and 
the theosophic Gnostics in consequence of the 
fact, that the Marcionites admitted as of au- 
thority among the Gospels only their mutilated 
copy of Luke. On this ground Irenseus, as 
we have seen,* declined controverting their 
opinions in connection with those of the other 
Gnostics; and Tertullian, in conAiting them, 
expressly limited himself to the use of their 
own gospel. The distinction was, that the 
Marcionites recognized only the authority of 
their own gospel; while the other Gnostics, 
as is thus testified by their opponents, appealed 
equally with the cathdic Christians to the au- 
thcHrity of all the four €rospels. 

This is the concession of their opponents. 
But we vrill go on, and see what fimher evi- 
dence of the fact exists^ 

I have repeatedly bad occasion to refer to 
the letter of Ptolemy, the Valentinian, to Flora, 



• Vol. n. pp. 94, 96. 
VOL. III. 39 
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in which he gives an account of his doctrines 
respecting the Supreme Being and the Crea- 
tor. In this letter he says, that he shall prove 
what he asserts " by the words of the Saviour, 
which only are an infallible guide to the ap- 
prehension of the truth " ; and he accordingly 
confirms his positions throughout by quotations 
from the Gospels. In the conclusion of the 
letter, he introduces the mention of those apos- 
tolic traditions to which the Gnostics appeal- 
ed, but speaks of them only as an additional 
and subordinate means of knowledge. He 
promises to give further explanations founded 
" on the doctrine of the Apostles received by 
tradition ; every thing at the same time be- 
ing confirmed by the teaching of the Saviour, 
which must be taken as the standard." Herac- 
leon, another Valentinian, who lived in the 
second century, and was highly esteemed, as 
we are told, by those of his own sect, wrote 
a commentary on the Gospel of John, which 
is often quoted by Origen. The views of the 
Basilidians respecting the Gospels may be in** 
ferred from the fact, that Basilides himself 
wrote a commentary on the Gospels.* Tatian, 
who was a Gnostic, composed, as we have 

• See before^ pp. 237-339. 
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seen, a Harmony of the Gospels.* And in the 
Doctrina Orientalis, the Gnostic writer appeals 
to the Grospels to countenance his opinions as 
freely as a catholic Christian might have done, 
and appeals to no other history of Christ. It is 
throughout to be kept in mind, that the theo- 
sophic Gnostics, while they thus used the Gos- 
pels, used no other books of the same class as of 
like authority ; that they did not, any more than 
the catholic Christians, bring any other history 
of Christ's ministry into competition with them. 

In treating of the doctrines of the theosophic 
Gnostics I have incidentally given examples of 
the use made by them of passages of the Gos- 
pels. Many more might be adduced. But a 
particular enumeration of passages to which 
they appealed is unnecessary, since their use of 
the Gospels is fully acknowledged by their cath- 
die opponents. 

Iren^us begms his work by charging them 
with deceiving men by " corruptinlg the oracles 
of the Lord, being evil interpreters of what has 
been well spoken, "t He often remarks on their 
ingenuity in perverting the Scriptures. Speak- 
ing particularly of the Yalentinians, he says, — 

* See before, pp. 292-395. f Lib. I. Pnefkt. ^ 1. p. 2. 
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" You see the method they use to deceive them- 
selyesy wresting the Scriptures and endeavouring 
to find support in them for their fictions." * He 
gives connectedl J many passages fi:om the Gos- 
pelS) which they applied to the proof of their 
doctrines, and afterwards confute their interpret 
tations.f He spealLS of them as making use of 
every part of the Gospel of John.l I have 
already quoted a passage in which he says that 
those heretics, in putting together detached pas* 
sages of Scripture, resemble one who i^ould 
separate the stones of a mosaic representing a 
king, and employ them to make the figure of a 
fox or a dog ; § and another in which he com- 
jmes their abundant ul^ of Scripture language 
to the labor of xme stringing together verses of 
Homer to form a cento. j| *^ There is such as- 
surance," he says, ^^ concerning tbe Gospels, 
that the heretics themselves bear te^timcMiy to 
them, and every one of them endeavours to 

prove his doctrine firom them As, 

then, those vfho oppose us bear testimony in our 
favor, and use these Gospels, it £:^ows that What 
we have shown that the Gospels t^ich is'estafo* 
lished and true." 1 

• Lib. I. c. 9. ^ 1. p. 43. f ^^^- ^ c^PP* ^» ^* PP» 56-47. 

X Lib. III. c 11. ^ 7. p. 190. § Lib. I. c. 8. § L p. 36. 
I Lib. L c 9. ^ 4. pp. 45, 46. TertulMan uees the aame com- 
parison , De Prescript. Haeretic. c. 39. p. 216. 
t Lib. ra. c. 11. ^ 7. pp. 189, 190. 
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" There could not be heresies," says Tertul- 
lian, << if the Scriptures were incapable of being 
misinterpreted." * " They could not venture to 
show themselves without sonie pretence from 
the Scriptures." t "The heretics plead their 
cause from the Scriptures, and draw their argu- 
ments from the Scriptures. Whence, indeed, 
codd they draw their arguments concerning the 
vui^ects of faith, except from the books of the 
feith?"J 

It appears, then, that the theosophic Grnostics 
abundantly appealed to the Scriptures, and par* 
ticularly to the Gospels, in support of their 
ojnnioDs. The passages I have quoted, and 
others of a similar character, are not to be con- 
ftdered as mere common testimony to this fact. 
They are the admissions of their opponents. 
So far as there was any ground for it, the 
catholic Christians wete eager to charge the 
Gttostics with mutilating, rejecting, and under- 
valuing the writings of the New Testament. 
In the case of the Marcionites, this accusation 
was strongly urged. But, as respects the theo- 
soj^ic Gnostics, we have the testimony of the 
earliest and most elaborate vmters against them. 



* De Resurrectiona Carnis, c. 40. p. 349. 

t Ibid. c. 63. p. 365. 

X De Prawcript. Hvret. c. 14. p. S07. 
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of Irenaeus and Tertullian, that they made use 
of the Gospels, and other writings of the New 
Testament, and constantly appealed to them for 
proof of their doctrines, as freely as the catho- 
lic Christians. 

The Marcionites made similar use of those 
portions of the New Testament the authority 
of which they admitted. This is abundantly 
apparent from Tertullian's whole controversy 
with them ; and might be inferred simply from 
the fact that they did acknowledge the authority 
of those portions which they retained. 

But the evidence which has been brought 
forward of the facts just stated, however con- 
clusive, is not, perhaps, the most striking that 
may be adduced. There is a remarkable work 
of Tertullian, entitled " De Praescriptione H»- 
reticorum." The word prascriptioj used in this 
title, was a forensic term, denoting an exception 
taken by a defendant to the plaintiff's right to 
maintain an action. The title of Tertullian's 
work might be rendered ^^ On the Plea in Bar 
against the Heretics." Its purpose is to show 
that the heretics should not be aUowed to argue 
their cause fix)m the Scriptures. The position 
which he maintains is, — That the history of the 
catholic doctrine and of the doctrines of the 
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heretics alone determines the former to be true 
and the latter false, without further inquiry. 
His argument proceeds as follows. 

Christ, whoever he was, of whatever God he 
was the son, whatever was the substance of his 
divine and of his human nature, whatever faith 
he taught, whatever rewards he promised, de- 
clared while on earth what he was, what he 
had been, the will of his Father, and the duty 
of man, either publicly to the people, or apart 
to his disciples. He sent forth his Apostles, 
who had been chosen by him for this purpose, 
to preach to the world the same doctrine which 
he had taught. They founded churches in 
every city where they went, from which other 
churches had been and were still derived. 
These all traced back their origin to the Apos- 
tles, and formed one great Apostolic church, 
held together in brotherhood by the reception 
of the same religion handed down to all. 

But if Christ gave authority to his Apostles 
to preach his religion, no other expositors of it 
are to be listened to. What they preached is 
what he revesded ; and in order to ascertain 
what they preached, we must recur to the 
churches which they founded, and instructed, 
orally and by their epistles. Whatever doctrine 
is held by those churches is true, as derived 



1 
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from the Aposdes, and through them from 
Christ, and through Christ from God. Every 
other doctrine is false* But we, says TertuUian, 
bold communion with the Apostolic churches, 
there is no difference of belief between ua and 
them ; and this is the proof of the truth of our 
doctrines.* 

The argument stated in its most concise form, 
it will be perceived, is this : That it was matter 
of history that the catholic churches had, from 
the days of the Apostles, held the same doc* 
trines as they did in the time of Tertullian; 
and that these doctrines, therefore, were the 
original doctrines of the religion derived through 
the Apostles from Christ. It was equally a mat- 
ter of history, he continues, that the founders of 
the principal heretical sects, Yalentinus and Mar- 
cion, for instance, had lived after the times of 
the Apostles, and had introduced new doctrines 
not before held by the churches. If their doc- 
trines were true, the churches had before been 
in error from the beginning. << Thousands of 
thousands had been baptized into a false relig- 
ion." "Let them show me," says Tertullian, 
" by what authority they have come forward. 

Let them prove themselves to be new 

Apostles ; let them affirm that Christ has again 



^^^™»"^ii*^^^"i*P^Wi^"^~^"""^»^^-^"*^P-^"^»^^^»"^^^»^^ 



* Capp. SO, 21. pp. 208, 209. 
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descended, has again taught, has again been 
crucified, has again died, and has risen again. 
It was thus that he formed his Apostles, giving 
them, moreover, the power of working the same 
miracles which he did. I wish them to produce 
their miracles." * 

The main scope of the reasoning of Tertul- 
lian is apparent. It is, he maintains, a well- 
known historical fact, that the catholic doctrine, 
as opposed to that of the Gnostics, has been 
held from the beginning by the churches which 
the Apostles founded, and by all other churches 
in communion with them. This fact precludes 
the necessity of any further argument with those 
heretics. They have no claim to be heard in 
appealing to the Scriptures in support of their 
opinions. 

Tertullian remarks at length upon the various 
objections which were made to his argument by 
different individuals, or by the same at different 
times. All of them, it may be obsWed, are 
founded on passages of the New Testament. 
With the exception of the last to be here men- 
tioned, they have afaready been spoken of. The 
Gnostics sometimes said that the Apostles did 
not know all things ;t sometimes, that the 

• Capp. 29, 30. pp. 212, 213, 
t See before, pp. 206-208. 

VOL. HI. 40 
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Apostles had a public and a private doctrine, and 
did not communicate all truths openly to all ; * 
and, finally, they contended that the catholic 
churches, from the earliest times, had fallen into 
error through not understanding what the Apos- 
tles taught. 

It is not necessary to dwell on the answers 
of Tertullian to these objections. His main 
argument, considering the early period when it 
was adduced, and its application as against the 
doctrines of the Gnostics, is, evidently, con- 
clusive. I have given this brief account of it 
for the purpose of introducing the reason which 
he assigns for urging it. This reason is, that in 
the controversy between the catholic Christians 
and the Gnostics, when the Gnostics were al- 
lowed to appeal to the Scriptures in proof of 
their doctrines, they argued so plausibly as to 
leave the victory uncertain ; to make converts of 
some, and to instil doubts into others. 

" We come then," he says, " to the subject 
proposed." **Our opponents put forward the 
Scriptures, and their boldness has an immediate 
effect upon some. In the first encounter, they 
fatigue the strong, they take captive the weak, 
and dismiss others with doubts. Here, then, I 
meet them at the onset ; they are not to be ad- 
mitted to argue from the Scriptures." t 

* See before, pp. 199-906. f ^^V- ^^' P* 3^* 
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"Will he for the sake of whose doubts you 
engage in an argument from the Scriptures be 
inclined in consequence more to the truth or to 
heresy? When he sees that you. make no 
advance, that, the other party maintaining his 
ground, you both equally deny and defend, he 
will surely go away from this conflict more 
uncertain than before, and ignorant on which 
side the heresy lies." * 

" The appeal, therefore, is not to be made to 
the Scriptures, nor is the decision of the con- 
troversy to be rested on them; for they will 
afford no victory, or an uncertain one, or one no 
better than uncertain. Even though the mu- 
tual appeal to Scripture should not leave each 
party on an equality ,+. yet the order of things 
demands that that consideration should be first 
brought forward which is the sole subject of the 
present argument, — To whom does the faith 
[the religion] itself belong? Whose are the 
Scriptures? From whom, and through whom, 
and when, and to whom, was the instruction 
delivered, by which men are made Christians ? 
For, wherever it may appear that the true 
Christian instruction and faith are to be found. 



* Cap. 18. p. 908. 

t I adopt the reading, *< at utramque partem parem aisteret." 
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there will be the true Scriptures, and their true 
exposition, and all true Christian traditions." * 

Thus it appears, that, whatever difficulties 
the theosophic Gnostics found in reconciling 
their doctrines with the New Testament, they 
recognized the necessity of doing so ; that diey 
were ready to meet their opponents on this 
ground; that they furnished plausiMe explana- 
tions of those difficulties, and drew from the 
New Testament plausible arguments in their 
own favor. But this is but a partial statement 
The theosophic Gnostics appealed to the Gos- 
pels as freely and as confidently as did the cath- 
olic Christians ; contending, that they alone had 
the true key to their meaning, and that other 
Christians, not being spiritual, could not com- 
prehend their hidden and higher senses. They 
believed, indeed, that the Apostles and Evange- 
lists were not infallible ; that they were liable 
to human errors, and that they were affected 
by prejudices and fsdse opinions, common to 
their countrymen, which had been implanted in 
their minds in childhood, had grown with their 
growth, and had not been wholly eradicated. 
But the theosophic Gnostics, who allegorized 

• Cap. la p. d08. 
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and spiritualized the words of the Gospels, had 
not the same occasion to misapply this principle 
as the Marcionites, who were not allegorists. 
The Marcionites regarded the Gospels as color- 
ed throughout by the Jewish prejudices of their 
writers* But, by taking the work of him 
whom they considered as the most enlightened 
of the Evangelists, St. Luke, and rejecting 
from it some errors, they thought themselves 
able to obtain a history altogether correct ; and 
this was the basis of their system. 

Still, had any seemingly credible history of 
Christ's ministry existed, more favorable to the 
opinions of the Gnostics than the four Gospels, 
there can be no doubt that they would have 
used that history in preference. The manner, 
therefore, in which they appealed to the four 
Gospels, or to the history of Christ as contained 
in the Gospel of Luke, without bringing any 
Gnostic history into competition with them, is 
proof that no such history existed. All Chris* 
tians, the catholics, the theosophic Gnostics, 
the Marcionites, and, as we have before seen, 
the Hebrew Christians, were equ&lly ignorant 
of any history of Christ's ministry different 
from that given by the Evangelists. No party 
relied on any other ; no party had any other to 
produce. 
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But it has been suggested, or implied, that 
the early founders of the Gnostic sects drew 
their systems from their philosophy, and con- 
nected them only with some general belief that 
the coming of Christ was a manifestation of the 
Supreme God for the purpose of delivering men 
from moral evil and its consequences ; and that 
it was merely by way of reasoning ad hominem 
with the catholic Christians, that the Gnostics 
made use of the Gospels.* Let us try the prob- 
ability of this supposition by applying it to a 
particular case, that of the Yalentinians. 

We have seen that the Yalentinians so fully, 
and in such various ways, professed their belief 
in the truth of the Gospels, that their opponents 
did not accuse them of denying it ; though this 
charge would unquestionably have been brought 
against them, had there been a foundation for 
it. But they made use of the Gospels, it may 
be said, not in good faith; they quoted them 
only << to satisfy those who demanded proofs 
from Scripture " ; f or undertook to exjdain them 
by way of answering the objections of those 
who regarded the Gospels as of authority. 
The statements already made show that these 

* See, for example, Walch's Historie der Ketzereien, I. 374. 
Matter, Histoiie da Grnosticisme, 11. 173, 190. 
f Walch, ubi snpra. 
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suppositions have no probability to recommend 
them ; but let us examine a little farther. Ac- 
cording to this hypothesis, the Yalentinians did 
not believe the audienticity and genuineness of 
the Gospels; they did not sincerely recognize 
their authority ; they did not believe them to fa- 
vor their own opinions ; and, consequently, they 
did not believe them to teach what they thought 
true Christianity. At the same time, it is evi- 
dent that these books were principally relied on 
by their opponents as a storehouse of argu- 
ments against them. We have, indeed, no rea- 
son to doubt that there was a foundation for the 
strong language which has been quoted from 
Tertullian, respecting their skilful and successful 
use of the Scriptures. We may believe that 
the Gnostics sometimes made converts from 
among the catholic Christians, and showed 
much talent, after the fashion of their times, in 
reconciling their doctrines with the New Testa- 
ment, and in persuading themselves and others 
that they were indicated in the parables or sup- 
ported by the declarations of Christ, as record- 
ed in the Gospels. But, after all, it is evident 
that the Gospels do not teach the Gnostic doc- 
trines, but do teach what is irreconcilable with 
those doctrines. It is equally certain that this 
fact was recognized by a great majority of early 
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believers (for the catholic Christians far outnum- 
bered the Gnostics), and even by a very large 
and respectable portion of the Gnostics them- 
selveSy the Marcionites, as appears from the ex- 
pedient to which they had recourse, of rejecting 
the use of three of the Gospels, and mutilating 
that which they retained. Would the Valentin- 
ians, then, have professed to regard those books 
as authentic, had there been good reasons for 
questioning their authenticity? Is it crediUe 
that they would, with such a consistent show ol 
conviction as to deceive and silence their oppo- 
nents, have professed their belief in the truth 
of the Gospels, had they not believed them 
true ? So far from it, they would at once have 
seized on the triumph, or at least the advan- 
tage, which was evidently in their power, could 
the genuineness and authority of the books 
relied on by their opponents have been fairly 
denied or fairly questioned. The course to be 
pursued would have been clear ; and neither an 
honest man, nor a controvertbt of common 
ability, could have neglected to take it The 
Valentinians, and the other theosophic Gnostics, 
would not have persisted in dishonestly affirm- 
ing or impljdng their belief of the authenticity 
of books which they did not believe to be au- 
thentic, and which furnished their opponents 
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with arguments against their doctrines, conclu- 
sive in themselves, and by most regarded as con- 
chisive. 

Let us view the sulgect under another aspect. 
The Gospels were either known to Valentinus 
himself, or they were not. If they were known 
to him, they 'Were either regarded by him as 
genuine and authentic, or they were not. He 
lived at so early an age, in the first half of the 
second century, that no question could have 
existed in his time, whether they were entitled 
to that character. The fact must have been 
known, either that they were, or that they 
were not, entitled to it. If he regarded them 
as genuine and authentic, there can be no doubt 
that they were so regarded by his followers, and 
by the great body of contemporary Christians ; 
and our inquiry is at an end. Let us suppose, 
then, either that they were not known to him, 
that they were not in existence, — or that, being 
known to him, they were rejected by him as un- 
worthy of credit. In either case, he built his 
system on other foundations, and supported it 
by other arguments, than what those books might 
afiord. In either case, it is evident that his fol- 
lowers would never have admitted or implied the 
truth of the Gospels. They would never have 
consented to receive, as genuine and authentic, 
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books not known to their master, or which he 
had rejected, — books which they themselves 
must have believed to be the fabrications of op- 
ponents who had excluded him and them from 
their community, and which furnished those op- 
ponents with the strongest arguments against 
what they regarded as true Christianity. They 
would not have exposed themselves to such ex- 
postulations as those of Tertullian : — "If they 
are heretics, they are not Christians, not deriv- 
ing their doctrine from Christ Not being 

Christians, they have no property in the books 
of Christians. It may justly be said to them. 
Who are you? When and whence did you 
come? What are you, who do not belong to 
me, doing on my premises? By what right, 
Marcion, do you cut down my woods ? By what 
license, Valentinus, do you divert the water of 
my springs ? By what authority, Apelles, are you 
removing my landmarks ? How is it, that you 
others are sowing and pasturing here at your 
pleasure? It is my possession; 1 have pos- 
sessed it of old; I trace back my title to its 
original source ; I am heir of the Apostles." * 
To such language it would have required neither 
an acute nor an angry controvertist to give the 



* De Pnescript Hfleretic. c. 37. p. 215. 
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answer, that this disputed possession was not 
worth claiming, could such an answer have been 
given with truth. 

In examining (in the Second Part of this 
work) the direct historical evidence of the 
genuineness of the Gospels, we have seen that 
it does not mainly consist, as in the case of 
other books, of assertions and implications of 
individual writers concerning their authorship. 
It rests on the fact, that they were universally 
received, as the works of those to whoib they 
are ascribed, by the great body of catholic 
Christians, at so early a period that no mistake 
on the subject could have been committed ; and 
on another consideration of equal weight, that 
this general reception of the Gospels as genuine, 
wherever Christianity had been preached, is a 
phenomenon which can be accounted for only 
on the supposition of their genuineness. 

But, in turning from the catholic Christians 
to the Gnostics, it might not be unreasonable 
to apprehend, considering ttie opposition in 
which the two parties stood to each other, that 
something would appear to cloud the testimony 
of the former, and, perhaps, to shake our con- 
fidence in it as conclusive. Certainly, had there 
been, during the first ages of Christianity, any 
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doubt concerning the genuineness of the Gos- 
pels, we should hare learned it from the Gnos- 
tics. But, so far from any doubt being sug- 
gested by the examination which we hare gone 
through, we find the Gnostics stron^j confirm- 
ing the testimony of their catholic opponents. 
Valentinus and Basilides carry us back to the 
earlier part of the second century ; * and diey, 
in common with the catholic Christians, re- 
ceived the Gospels as the authentic histories 
of the ministry of Christ. About the same pe- 
riod, Marcion aflbrds his evidence to the general 
reception of one of the Gospels, and, conse- 
quently, as we have seen, proof of the reception 
of the other three.f On the Gospels, or, to in- 
clude the case of the Marcionites and the He- 
brew Christians, on a history of Christ, such as 
is found in one of the Gospels, every form of 
Christian faith rested as its foundation. No 
hbtory presenting a different view of his minis- 
try was in existence. 

Here, then, we conclude our statement of 
the historical evidence, both direct and subsidia- 
ry, of the Grenuineness of the Gospels. The 
catholic Christians bear testimony to their bav- 

• See Yd. 11. pp. 84 -87. f See before, pp. 304, a06. 
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iDg been written by the particular individuals to 
whom they are ascribed. The Gnostics confirm 
this testimony by the proofs which they affiird 
of their general reception and authority* 

Ws hare pursued this investigation carefully 
and at length, as if there was some intrinsic 
improbability in the proposition, that the Gos* 
pels were written by the authors to whom they 
are ascribed, -**- some presumption against it, 
such as to require a patient renK>val of difficult 
ties, and an accumulati<Hi of strong evidence, 
to establish its truth* But, on the contrary, it 
is apparent that the Grospels were written by 
early believers in our Lord ; there is not a show 
of evidence that they were written by any 
other believers than those to whom they have 
been ascribed ; and nothing is more probable 
than that some of his immediate disciples, ot 
of their intimate companions, should have left 
us such narratives of his life. 

The founder of our religion, whether one 
believe or not that he was authorized by God 
to speak in his name, was unquestionably the 
most wonderful individual who ever appeared 
on earth. A Jew, a Galilasan, in humble life, 
poor, without literary culture, without worldly 
power or influence; teaching but for a short 
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time (probably not more than two years) ; wan- 
dering about the shores of the lake of Galilee 
and of the Jordan ; scarcely entering Jerusalem 
but to be driven away by persecution, till at 
last he went thither to perish under it ; collect- 
ing during his lifetime only a small body of illit- 
erate, and often wavering, followers ; addressing 
men whose incapacity, prejudices, or hatred con- 
tinually led them to mistake or to pervert his 
meaning; surrounded, and apparently overpow- 
ered, by his unbelieving countrymen, who re- 
garded him as a blasphemer and caused him to 
suffer the death of the most unpitied of male- 
factors, — this person has wrought an effect, to 
which there is nothing parallel, on the opinions 
and on the condition of the most enlightened 
portion of our race. The moral civilization of 
the world, the noblest conceptions which men 
have entertained of religion, of their nature and 
of their duties, are to be traced back directly to 
him. They come to us, not from the groves of 
the Academy, not from the walks by the Ilissus 
which Aristotle frequented, nor from the Paint- 
ed Portico of Athens where Zeno taught ; but 
from the mountain on which Jesus delivered his 
first recorded discourse; from the synagogue 
and the streets of the small town of Caperna- 
um, of which not a ruin remains to fix its site ; 
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from fishing-boats on the lake of Galilee ; from 
the less inhabited tracts — the deserts, as they 
have been called — of Palestine ; from the 
courts of the Jewish temple, where he who 
spoke was confronting men plotting his destruc- 
tion ; from the cross of one expiring in agony 
amid the savage triumph of his enemies. After 
witnessing such a death, his disciples lost all their 
doubts. They affirmed their master to be the 
Saviour of the World, the Son of God. They 
devoted themselves to labor and suffer, and, if 
need were, to die, in making him known to men. 
What they strove to impress upon the minds of 
others was what, as they asserted, he had done 
and taught. They ^^knew nothing but Jesus 
Christ and him crucified." It was the history, 
real or pretended, of his ministry on earth, which 
was the basis of all their teaching, — the essential 
instruction to be first communicated to all who 
were summoned to put their trust in him, — to 
take up their cross, and follow him in the new 
path which he had opened from earth to heaven. 
Now there can be no supposition more irrational, 
than that the history of Christ, which was thus 
promulgated by all his first disciples, and receiv- 
ed by all their first converts, was lost before the 
beginning of the second century, and another 
history substituted in its place. But if the Gos- 
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pels contain the history of Christ as it was 
promulgated by bis Apostles, there can be no 
ground for doubting that they were written by 
the authors to whom they are ascribed, by 
Apostles and companions of Apostles. 

To all the weight of evidence that the Goa* 
pels were written by the authors to whom they 
have been ascribed, what other account of their 
origm has been or may be opposed ? The gen* 
uineness of the Gospel of John has been direct* 
ly impugned by some modern German theoio* 
gians. Their hypotheses are, necessarily, only 
developments of one essential proposition, that 
this Gospel is a spurious work, fraudulently as* 
cribed to the Apostle by its original writer, or 
by some other individual or individuals* There 
can be no direct evidence of the truth of this 
supposition ; and with it another must be con- 
nected, namely, that this imagined fraud was so 
successful as to impose on all Christians, catbdiic 
and heretical, from the beginning of the second 
century* But, if this be a nuural impossitnli^, 
then there is a moral certainty that the Gospel 
ascribed to John was the work of that Apostle. 
Yet this brief statement, decisive as it may be, 
gives but a very imperfect view of those facts 
and considerations, heretofore presented, which 
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show that anj other supposition is altogether in- 
credible* 

In respect to the other three Gospels, the 
attacks oa their genuineness and authenticity bj 
many of the modern German theologians hare 
been more elaborate. But, if their genuineness 
be denied, there are only two fundamental rap- 
positions, one or the other of which must be 
made. One is of the same nature with that 
which has been advanced concerning St. John's 
GrospeL It may be asserted that each of them 
is a spurious work of some one unknown author. 
But this suppo^tion has been generally felt to 
be too indefen^ble. Recourse has therefore 
been had to different hypotheses, which may all 
be resolved into one fundamental supposition, <— 
that the jQrst three Gospels are, respectively, ag- 
gregates of stories by difierent hands, brought 
together by different compilers. In the First 
Part of diis work, we have examined this sup- 
position under as [dausible a form as any in 
which it has appeared ; and, if the view there 
taken of the subject be correct, there is some- 
dung like mathematical demonstration of its 
falsity. But so far as those hypotheses are con- 
nected, as they have been, with the supposi- 
tion that the narratives contained in the first 
three Gospels are distorted and discolored by 
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resisted, — but certainly with a sentiment, con- 
tinually prompting us to say, " Truly, this was 
the Son of God." But it is folly to« suppose 
that such a portraiture of character could have 
been the result of an aggregation of fabulous 
traditionary stories which had been moulded by 
different minds, Jewish or Gentile. The com- 
parison is unworthy of the subject, but it would 
not be more absurd to imagine that the finest 
works of ancient plastic art, — the display of 
perfect physical beauty in the Apollo Belvidere, 
— had been produced by putting together the 
labors of different artists at different times, all 
working without a model, this making one part 
or member, and that another. 

We may enter on the inquiry respecting the 
genuineness of the Gospels merely as scholars 
and critics, without any previous opinion re- 
specting their contents. To a thinking man, 
whatever may be his opinion, it must appear an 
object of great curiosity to determine the au- 
thorship of books so extraordinary, and which 
have had such vast influence. In treating the 
historical evidence for their genuineness, we 
deal with historical facts, and our reasoning is 
of a kind with which we are familiar, and 
which is fully within the cognizance of our 
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rative of his ministrj cootained in the Grospels 
is true. The Apostles could not have been 
deceived respecting the facts which they pro* 
fess to relate* If Jesus Christ did not| by a 
series of miracles performed before crowds of 
spectators, by his doctrines, and by an exhi- 
bition of character altogether conformed to his 
claims, give full evidence of his being author- 
ised to speak in the name of God, then the 
Gospels are not a collection of legends, the 
growth of tradition in an ignorant and marvel- 
loving age, — that supposition is excluded by 
the proof of their genuineness, — they are 
througHout a tissue of monstrous and inexplica- 
ble fisdsehoods. If the Gospels be genuine, 
there are but two conclusions which are possi- 
ble* The narrative of the public life of Jesus 
contained in them is either essentially true, or it 
is essentially false ; and if false, it is so thorough- 
ly false, that we know nothing concerning his 
character and actions. His immediate followers 
have buried his history under a mass of prodi- 
gious fictions ; and these fictions they propagated, 
in the face of his enemies and their own, among 
those whom they affirmed to have witnessed the 
pretended events which they related. The true 
histCHy of Jesus Christ, of him who really has 
wrought such vast changes in the condition of 
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ed ; if there be a future life which spreads before 
us, and all whom we love, exhaustless scenes 
of attainable happiness ; if that Infinite Being, 
who so eludes the grasp of human thought, have 
reaUy brought himself into direct communication 
with mankind ; if the character of Jesus Christ 
be not an inexplicable riddle, but a wonderful 
reality, these are truths of which a wise man 
may well desire fully to assure himself. And 
perhaps there is no way in which he may attain 
a stronger feeling of certainty, than when he 
approaches them, as we have done, through rea- 
soning conversant about ordinary subjects of 
thought, requiring no exercise of judgment be- 
yond the common capacity of every intelligent 
man, not taking us into the dim light of meta- 
physical inquiry, involving the use of no uncer- 
tain language, and calling forth no* doubts from 
that region which lies on every side beyond the 
bounds of our knowledge and our powers. The 
way which we have travelled is such, that it may 
by contrast heighten the effect of the prospect 
on which it opens. It is somewhat as if, by an 
easy ascent, we found ourselves standing on a 
vast height vnth the unbounded ocean spreading 
out before us. 

But, however convinced we may be of the 
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NOTE A. 
(See pp. 51, 92, 116, and 134.) 

ON THE DISTINCTION MADE BY THE ANCIENTS BETWEEN 
THINGS INTELUQIBLE AND THINGS SENSIBLE; ON 
THE USE OF THE TERMS SPIRITUAL AND MATERIAL 
AS APPLIED TO THEIR SPECULATIONS 5 AND ON THE 
NATURE OF MATTER. 



Thb division of substances into material and spiritual, 
which is so familiar to us, was not equally familiar to the 
ancients. Instead of this, Plato and his followers adopted 
another. They divided all beings into sensible^ or those 
perceptible by the senses, and intelligihk^ or those which 
are the objects of the intellect alone. To the latter class 
Plato assigned all general ideas, those derived from sensi- 
ble objects, as well as others ; not regarding these ideas, 
however, as mere conceptions either of the human or of the 
divine mind, but as proper separate existences, endued with 
life and divinity. They constituted his archetypal world, 
the inielligibk world, after the model of which was formed 
the sensible world, the material universe. For example, 
goodness, beauty, unity, number, equality, roundness, white- 
ness, are, according to him, all of them, beings existing 
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being comprehending the visiUe animals, a sensible god, 
the image of the intelligible." 

Cudworth, who wished to believe that Plato's intelligible 
world was merely an ideal image of the future creation, 
preexisting in the mind of the Deity, says, that, ^ Plato 
himself speaking obscurely of this intelligible world, and 
the Ideas of it, no wonder if many of his pagan followers 
have absurdly made so many distinct animals and gods of 
them.'' * But it seems unreasonable in the present case to 
bring the charge of obscurity against Plato. It is difficult 
to perceive how he could have expressed himself more 
explicitly, or how language plainer than what he has used 
can have been used by his followers. 

Cudworth afterwards says, — " It was a monstrous extrav- 
agancy of some of the later Platonists to suppose the Ideas, 
all of them, to be so many distinct substances and animals"; 
and, after remarking that this doctrine has been imputed to 
Plato himself by Tertullian and others, he adds, — '^ Neither 
can it be denied but that there are some odd expressions in 
Plato, sounding that way, who therefore may not be justi- 
fied in this, nor I think in some other conceits of his, con- 
cerning these Ideas: as when he contends that they are 
not only the objects of science, but also the proper and 
physical causes of all things here below ; as, for example, 
that the Ideas of similitude and dissimilitude are the causes 
of the likeness and unlikeness of all things to one another 
by their participation of them. Nevertheless, it cannot be 
at all doubted, but that Plato himself, and most of his fol- 
lowers, very well understood that these Ideas were, all of 
them, really nothing else but the noemata^ or conceptions, 
of that one perfect Intellect which was their second hy- 
postasis [the second person of their Tnnity] ; and there* 

* latelleotual SyrtMB, Ch. IV. f 32. p. 499. OrigiBal folio Ed. 
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Plato represents his archetypal Ideas as having been 

opinion which Plato is laid to haYO held is so absoid and ridicaions, 
that, were it explained in proper and plain words, every one not 
wholly destitute of understanding would perceive its inanity and 
foUy." 

But the doctrine which Mosheim here represents as so irrational he 
expressly ascribes to Plato in another note, following at no great dis- 
tance. ^ If I am not wholly deceived/' he says (p. 869), ** the eter- 
nal gods of Plato are no other than the eternal patterns and species of 
all things, conformably to which Plato conceived this world to have 
been formed by the Supreme Divinity." " Plato so speaks of these 
eternal gods, that it is apparent that he meant natures apart and sep- 
arate from the highest God, to whom he ascribes the formation of the 
world/' Farther on (p. 900), Mosheim recurs to the opinion first 
professed by him ; that is, he says, that, '^ as he has before professed, 
he is inclined to the opinion, that the eternal patterns of things are not 
to be separated from God himself, except by an act of thought." But, 
in the very note from which this is quoted, he also says that '^ nothing 
can be plainer " than that Plato, in his Timeus, '* distinctly separates 
his eternal species or Ideas from the Maker of the World " ; he de- 
nies that Plato in that work taught the doctrine held by the later 
Platonists, of three hypostases in the Divinity ; he maintains that 
Plato " knew of no other principal God except the Maker of the 
World," and affirms that ''every one acquainted with the Platonic 
philosophy wiU agree that Plato did not place his eternal patterns and 
species of things in the principal person" of that Trinity which he 
has been imagined to have taught. 

Whether Mosheim 's strong sense of the absurdity of Plato's doc- 
trine of Ideas did, in fact, lead him to vacillate in his opinion of what 
Plato intended, or whether he did not care to express his real senti- 
ments concerning that doctrine without throwing a veil over them, 
are questions not easy to decide. Nor is one assLsted in forming a de- 
cision by two other notes (pp. 840-846), in which he professedly 
attempts to exculpate even the later Platonists from meaning what 
they said concerning hypostatized,or animate and deified. Ideas. '' It 
seems to me," he observes, " that their language is to be underrtood 
in a less objectionable sense than what the words at first sight seem to 
require; for these, if taken in their ordinary signification, would 
manifest the greatest folly." It may be made a question, however, 
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manner, he represents them as haying heen contemplated 
by the souls of men in their preexistent state.* As being 
the generic forms of things, he regarded them as the only 
objects of true knowledge. The acquisition of such knowl- 
edge consists, according to him, in awakening the remi* 
niscences of them lying dormant in the mind. His doc- 
trine, often repeated, was, that '^ Our learning is nothing but 
recollection.*^ This doctrine, that the true knowledge 
possessed by the mind is not here acquired, but only recol* 
lected, was his main argument for the preezistence of the 
soul, with which his doctrine of its immortality was inti- 
mately connected. ( The following is a passage from the 
Phs&do : — ^^ What, then, asked Socrates, do you say concern- 
ing that doctrine which we advanced, that learning is recol- 
lecUon ; and that, this being so, our soul must necessarily 
have existed somewhere else before it was confined in the 
body ? I was thoroughly convinced of it, said Cebes, and 
am not more assured of any thing. And I, said Simmias, 
am of the same opinion.*' § 

Conformably to the passages which I have quoted from 
the TimsBUs, Plato uniformly describes his Ideas, or the ge- 
neric forms of things, as $ub$Uling by themselves. Thus he 
teaches, that there ^^ is a certain Fire [the generic Idea of 
Fire] subsisting by itself, || and so with regard to all other 
things of which we constantly speak as subsisting by them- 
selves." tl " There is one form of being,** he says, " al- 
ways the same, unproduced and indestructible, neither 

profeoto, MBpenuiDero unbigat, magitne mireris fiogendi comniiniB- 
oendiqoe impadentiam, an Latini et GermaDioi sennonii tparcitiem, 
qoB apad qaotdam tanta eat, nt ne iinam qoidem sententiam reperiaa, 
qns DOD tnrpiifiinis ioqainata ait balbutientia barbarie Titiia.*' 

* Phtedraa, p. 347, aeqq. t Phiedo, p. 73. 

I Phedo, pp, 78-77. Meoo, p. 81, seqq. § Phedo, pp. 91, 92. 

I "Etrri n nvp aifrh A^' iavrov, If Avri koB* aurd, 
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receiving auy thing foreign into itself, nor passing to any 
thing without itself, not perceptible by the sight nor by any 
of the senses, which it belongs to the intellect to contem- 
plate ^' ;— and with this he proceeds immediately to con- 
trast those forms of being, its similitudes, which exist in the 
sensible world.* As I have before said, he uniformly 
regards these Ideas, when compared with sensible things, 
as the only reaJ existences. Thus he says, — *^ The Equal, 
the Beautiful, every thbg which has a real existence,t ad- 
mits of no change whatever. Every one of these things 
possessing real existence, having a single form, subsisting 
by itself, continues always the same.^' ( 

Besides Cudworth, other modem expositors of Plato have 
contended that his Ideas are ideas in the modem sense of 
the term, existing in the mind of God and in the human 
mind. But such language as has been quoted from him 
seems wholly irreconcilable with this supposition. Ideas 
which he represents as constituting the ideal world, the 
counterpart of the sensible, as living and divine beings, as 
subsisting by themselves, as real existences, he could not 
have conceived of as ideas either of the Divine or of the 
human mind in the now comnK>n sense of the word ^^ idea.*^ 
It is imputing something more than obscurity and mysticism 
to a writer to suppose that he commonly states a character- 
istic doctrine of his philosophy in words that are inconsis- 
tent with his real meaning. 

It may, indeed, be doubted, whether any passage can be 
produced from the writings of Plato, in which he uses the 
word 'Idea, Idea^ properly Image^ or its equivalent, E?!^, 

* Timeas, pp. 51, 52. 

t Avt6 tKoarroVf 5 cW* t6 Bv, Plato juit before ipeaks of ttMj ^ 
ov<ria ^s \6yov dido/uiev tov eiiwc, — " that form of being which we 
define as tokat exists,*' 

t Phffido, p. 78. 
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Farm^ to denote what is expressed by our word ^Mdea,^* 
namely, a subject of thought considered merely as existing 
in the mind. Those words he uses to denote an external \ 
oliject of thought ; and though the transition is easy from 
the latter meaning to the former, yet it was not, to say the 
least, familiar to Plato. We use the term ^^ idea " to denote 
a subject of thought of whatever kind, general or particular. 
The primary sense ascribed to it by Plato in relation to his 
theory of Ideas was altogether different. By his Ideas or 
Images, he means the types of the respective classes of be- 
ings and qualities.* The only question is, whether he con- v 
sidered these as simply ideal types (in our sense of the 
word *^ ideal ^^), existing primarily in the mind of God, and 
to be discerned by the human intellect ; or whether he con- 
sidered them as proper beings, subsisting by themselves, as . 
he has so often described them. 

Plato treats of his doctrine of Ideas in the latter part of 
the sixth and the beginning of the seventh book of his Be- 
public. He introduces an allegory, in which he represents 
men as so confined in a cavern as to be able to see only a 
succession of shadows passing over the side of it opposite 
to them. These shadows he supposes to be produced by a 
train of real objects moving along the top of a wall behind 
those who are thus confined. The shadows, according to 
him, correspond to the fleeting semblances of eternal Ideas, 
which alone can be discerned in the sensible world. The 
real objects are the eternal Ideas themselves. The light 
which casts those shadows is the Sun.f The Sun is " the 
ofiipring of The C^ood,'' that is, of the universal Idea of 

* In the old logical nomenolatare the lerm '* being " is applied to 
qnalitiea at well aa to aiibBtancea ; bat it is more convenient, and more 
conformable to the popular ate of language, to confine its application 
to the latter. 

t De RepnblioA, Lib. VII. p. 514, teqq. 
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Good. * ^^ It resembles the being which produced it In 
the intelligible region The Grood bears the sune relation to 
intellect and the objects of intellect, which the Sun bears to 
sight and the objects of sight in the visible world.^^ In one 
of those passages which undoubtedly prepared the way for 
Gnosticism, Plato goes on to teach, that over the two classes 
of beings, the intelligible and the visible, there are two 
rulers, the Idea of Qood over the intelligible, and the Sun 
over the visible.t The Idea of Qood he thus identifies 
with the Deity. He says : — *^ Among things knowable, the 
Idea of Good is the last, and hardly to be discerned ; | but, 
when discerned, it evidently appears to be the cause of all 
things right and beautiful in the universe; in the visible 
world producing light and the lord of light [the Sun], and 
being itself the ruler in the intelligible world, the source oi 
truth and intellect.*' § 

There is another passage of Plato which throws a strong 
light on his doctrine of Ideas. It is in the tenth book of his 
Republic. || He is treating of the imitative arts, which it 
is here his purpose to degrade by representing them as giv- 
ing only copies of copies of what roally exists. He illus- 
trates his meaning by the homely eiample of the picturo of 
a bed, or a oouch for reclinmg on at table.^f ** There are 
three beds,** he says; "one existing in nature, which, I 
think, we may assert to be the work of God ; one produced 
by the human workman ; and one that of the painter.*' 
God, he teaches, has formed but one bed alone, that which 

* In this diflomnon Plato umi indiioriminttel/ ToyoMr, " The 
Good,*' and ij Idea rov *Aya6ov, " the Idea of Good,'* as aynony- 
moot. 

t De RepobUoA, Lib. VI. pp. 506,509. 

I See before, p. 84. 

§ De RepabUca, Lib. VII. p. 517. 

II Pp. 596, 507. f KXiwy. 



PLATO'S DOCTRINE OF IDEAS. xv 

ner, regarded them as being at once ideas belonging to the 
mind of God and proper persons. Throughout the writings 
of the later Platonists, these Ideas appear as living beings, 
gods, and persons, but at the same time as existing in the 
second h3rpo6tasis of their Trinity.* 

Plato's doctrine concemmg Ideas had a wide influence on 
opinion in ancient times. Nor has its influence ceased in 
our own. The obvious remark, that it rests, and can rest, 
on no proof, may seem strange and out of place. It is 
bringing it into collision with modes of thinking with which 
it has nothing to do. It is a remaric of much the same 
kind, as if one were to say that there is no historical au- 
thority for the stories of Ariosto. But, putting this want 
of evidence out of view, if we attempt to reduce the doc- 
trine of Plato to an mtelligible form, we find ourselves en- 
couhtered on every side by absurdities and inconsistencies. 

The Ideas of Plato are images. Now there are many 
objects of which we may imagine an archetypal model. 
We may imagine, for instance, a generic, standard. Idea of 
man, to which living men more or less approximate. But, 
even in regard to this simplest mode of apprehending what 
was in the mind of Plato, we cannot imagine an archetypal 
model of a man, abstracted from the peculiarities of any 
particular age. In attempting to proceed in the application 
of his doctrine to qualities, we are immediately arrested. 
He oAen speaks of the Idea of the Beautiful, — of The 
Beautiful in the abstract But we cannot conceive of an 
abstract image of the Beautiful, conformed to no particular 
beauty, but equally to the beauty of moral actions, of man, 
of the inferior animals, and of inanimate nature. We may 
personify Virtue poetically, as an object of the imagination ; 
but, as an object of the understanding, we can make no im- 

* See Cadworth'i lotellectual Syitem, Ch. 4. § 36. 
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nothing, but only that all beautiful things become beautiful 
by means of The Beautiful." * This doctrine Socrates is 
represented as illustrating, till all his hearers agree, ^^ that 
each of the several Ideas exists, and that other things bear 
their names through participation of them." t This is in 
the Phsedo. The same doctrine is insisted upon in the 
TimsBus; where, in speaking of primitive matter, it is 
taught, that ^^ the resemblances of those things which eter* 
nally exist, impressed by them in a wonderful manner, hard 
to be explained, enter into and depart from primitive mat- 
ter," constituting its sensible forms ; and that thus, ^^ in a 
way very difficult to be understood, primitive matter par* 
takes of the intelligible." ( 

To this account of Plato^s theory respecting Ideas as con- 
stituting sensible qualities, it would seem as if nothing 
could be added to illustrate the character of his speculations 
under the aspect in which we are now regarding them. 
But the concludbg argument for the immortality of the 
soul in his Phsedo rests on a discussion concerning the 
changes of sensible qualities in material things. According 
to what is there maintained, when a quality is changed into 
iti opposite, as heat, for example, into cold, the Idea consti- 
tuting in the sensible object the quality changed, not admit- 
ting the Idea of its opposite, either flies off or perishes.!^ 
This conception is plainly expressed by Plato, is dwelt upon 
and illustrated, and is essential to his reasoning. But with 
this conception are to be compared his descriptions, before 
quoted, of eternal, unchangeable Ideas, passing into nothing 
without themselves. 

But it may be said, that we are not to understand the 

mpt, and, however it may be understood, adds nothing essential to the 
meaning, I have not attempted to translate it. 

* Phedo, p. 100. t Ibid. p. 102. t Timnas, pp. 50, 51. 

§ Pbodo,pp. 103-106. 

VOL. III. 45 
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ideas. We may reason, and oonsequently think, about vir- 
tue, or the quality which constitutes actions morally good, 
without having in mind the particular idea of any virtuous 
man. I do not say, of any virtuous action, or of any single 
virtue, because these are themselves abstract ideas. We 
may discuss Berkeley's own doctrine, that there is no ground 
for distinguishing between color and extension by denoting 
the former a secondary and the latter a primary property of 
matter, without having in our minds the idea of any partic- 
ular color, or any particular form of extension, or any par- 
ticular mass of matter, — not to advert to any other of the 
general ideas involved in that statement. But it will not 
be maintained, that, in discussing the doctrine, neither color, 
nor extension, nor matter is a subject of thought. We can- 
not, however, hesitate to agree with Berkeley, so far as to 
admit the fact, that there ccm be no image of an abstract 
idea ; and this fact shows, that, wide as has been the influ- 
ence of Plato's doctrine of Ideas, it is impossible to form a ) 
coherent imagination of it* 



* There are two ways in which aiioli a theory as that of Plato may 
be considered. It may be surveyed, as it were, from a distance, and 
regarded in its various relations, under the broad light of reason ; or 
one may confine his Tiews to those of the writer, enter into the sphere 
of his conceptions, and meet him on his own ground. It is in the lat- 
ter mode that the theory of Plato is considered in the Dialogue called 
^ Parmenides," from the name of the principal speaker, — a dialogue 
which, since about fire centuries afler the death of Plato, has been 
commonly ascribed to that philosopher himself; but which I believe 
to have been written by one of bis contemporaries in confutation and 
ridicule of his doctrine of Ideas. It is, I conceive, a persevering and 
destructive assault upon that doctrine, though after a fashion of rea- 
soning altogether remote fh>m that of the present day. The course 
of argument pursued in it is very narrow, so that no general truth is 
illustrated. It is unneoessarily diffuse, and there is much mere verbal 
subtilty and sophistry. But an ironical tone runs through it ; and the 
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The Ideas of Plato belonged to the class of uUelligMe 
beings ; and to the same class, oonfonnably to his use of 



qoettion may often uiie, whether the author be not eporting with 
■abject, without anj other purpoee than to perplex ind confound sn 
opponent In ita general character, the Pannenidea ia very unlike 
a dialogue of Plato. It bu no ornamenta and no digreaaiona. The 
bnsineaa in hand ii kept steadily in view. The writer does not con- 
duct us through indirect approaches to hia subject, and then, after 
affording a glimpse of it, turn off in another direction. 

The point against which the author first dinects his attack is the 
doctrine of Plato, that Ideaa constitute in some way the essences of 
things. The discussion of this doctrine is represented aa having been 
carried on between Parmenides and Socrates. The object of the 
writer is to show that the theory is untenable, whatever form it may 
assume, or in whatever way it may be explained. One hypothesb is 
stated after another, and Socrates is driven to abandon them alL 
(pp. 130-133.) Parmenides then, by a dexteroua managements^ 
words, is represented as bringing him fully to admit, that, supposing 
Ideas to exist apart from sensible things, we can have no knowledge 
of them whatever; or, as it is expressed by the writer, that only a 
wonderfully able person can learn or teach any thing concerning them, 
(pp. 133-135.) 

Socrates b described as being, at the time of thia discussion, a 
young man. It may be conjectured that it wss the purpose of the 
writer of the Parmenides to imply, that the doctrine of Ideas, which 
Plato ascribes to Socrates in hia Ph»do, could have been held by 
Sooratea only when his mind was yet unformed and his judgment 
immature. Parmenides, at the coacluaion of thia portioa of the Dia- 
logue, is represented as complimenting Socrates oo his natural capaci* 
ty, and on his xeal fbr discussion, but as admonishing him for under- 
taking to determine too much before he had acquired the requisite 
dialectical skill, — that skill, says Parmenides, which to many seems 
useless and trifling, (p. 135.) If I have rightly ooBceived the char- 
acter of the Dialogue, thb tone of superiority and admonition was 
meant for Plato himself; and the praise of dialectical akill, in which 
the sophists regarded themselves as excelling, was intended as a retort 
for the attaoka upon them by him, and his master, Socrates. 

Such is the commenceawat of the discussion. But Paraealdea is 
represented as being penuadad to coetinoe it, not with Soamtaa, who 
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language, belonged all thoie beingi which we regard as not 
objects of the senses, — as spiritual beings. The latter 

b tileiioed, but with another yoang man whom be queitions. The 
two problems now proposed are, What will follow opon the topposi- 
tion of the existence of Ideas (Platonic Ideas) ? and What will follow 
opon the supposition of their non-existence ? In regard to the first 
question, the manner in which they are considered may be thus ex* 
plained. 

These abstract Ideas, sabsistent by themselves, most be simply the 
abstract Ideas of classes of beings and qualities. They are such 
Ideas and nothing more. Nothing else is predicable of them. The 
abstract Idea of Beauty is nothing but the abstract Idea of Beauty. 
The writer illustrates the absurdities which are inherent in such an 
hypothesis by taking the Idea of Unity ( T^ "Ev, The One.) Of this 
nothing can be affirmed but that it is the Idea of Unity. By affirming 
any thing else concerning it, another Idea is connected with it. It 
ceases to be simply the Idea of Unity. But if nothing else can be 
predicated of it, every thing else may be denied concerning it The 
conclusion that follows would be arrived at by a modern reasoner in a 
few words ; but Parmenides takes his way to it through a series of 
questions, somewhat amusing from their subtilty. The conclusion is, 
that existence cannot be predicated of the Idea of Unity. Conse* 
quently (on the theory of Ideas), there can be no such thing as unity. 
" But is it possible,** asks Parmenides, '' that such can be the fact re- 
specting Unity ? *' " Not, as it seems to me," answers the young man 
whom he has been questioning, (pp. 137- 142.) 

Parmenides then starts afresh, on the supposition that the Idea of 
Unity exists. But if Unity exist, another Idea, that of Existence, is 
inseparably connected with it. It remains no longer a simple, but 
becomes a twofold Idea. It consists of the Idea of Unity and the 
Idea of Existence. By the latter it is also constituted a proper being. 

Of the Idea of Unity, simply considered, nothing could be predicat- 
ed. But of the Idea of Unity, considered as connected with the Idea 
of Existence, many things may be predicated ; and it is the purpose 
of the writer, which he pursues at much length, to show that many 
things may be predicated of it, which are inconsistent with the Idea 
of Unity and contradictory to each other. Thus he arrives at last at 
the conclusion, that Uni^, The One, is all things, and that there is 
BO Boeh thiDf as Unity. 
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seen, Grod himself is represented by him as an Idea, the ab- 
stract Idea of Groodness. I do not think that he represents 

hu been considered as a grave exposition of the profoundest wisdom 
of Plato. 

If we fix in oar minds that representation of Plato's doctrine of 
Ideas which has been giien aboFe, and take the Tiew of the Parmen- 
ides which has been now presented, I think we shall not find it, as 
it has been regarded, a work of very extraordinary obscurity. On the 
contrary, we shall be fomished with a key by which we can make 
our way throoghout. The locks are not of a modem fashion, and the 
bolts are rusty with age, so that it may require some skill and effort 
to shoot them back ; but we shall find, I believe, no essential obstacle 
in our way. The main difficulty in understanding the work will con- 
sist in the difficulty of keeping our attention steadily fixed upon 
modes of conception to which we are wholly unaccustomed. 

If I may use the figure of a key in a different sense, the Parmeni« 
des may be compared to a writing in cipher. On the supposition of 
its being the work of Plato, I haye met with no plausible, nor even 
intelligible, explanation of its purpose and meaning. But if, taking 
the representations that have been given of the doctrine of Plato and 
of the design of the Parmenides, we perceive a distinct purpose and 
connected meaning in the work, there can be no doubt that the key 
of the cipher has been found, and that those representations are essen- 
tially true. 

It may seem that in three, at least, of the Dialogues of Plato there 
are evidences of the vexation which this attack occasioned him. In 
the Philebus (pp. 15, 16), he turns aside, as far as I can perceive, 
firom the proper business of the Dialogue to treat of The One and The 
Many, and to describe a young man, who, having got some notion of 
The One and The Many, thinks he has found a treasure of wisdom, 
is transported by the discovery, and ready for any discussion ; now 
rolling things into one, and now unfolding them ; confounding him- 
self and others ; and sparing no listener that comes in his way, nei- 
ther young nor old, nor father nor mother, nor even a barbarian, if he 
can get an interpreter. Such language looks very much as if it were 
directed against some particular individual, and is such as, on the sup- 
position which has been maintained, Plato might have used in express- 
ing his spleen against the author of the Parmenides. Throughout 
the Theaetetus, and the Sophist, which is a continuation of the The- 
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Such was the division made by Plato and his foUoweis of 
beings into intelligible and sensible. We have next to con- 
sider what was the distinction made by the ancients between 
spiritttal and material things. This distinction had a gen- 
eral resemblance to that just explained, but was far from be- 
ing coincident with the distinction which in modem times we 
denote by the use of those terms. 

It was a common doctrine, as we have seen, that evil is 
inherent in matter, and that, in matter, existing evils, physi- 
cal and moral, have their source. But, however widely dif- 
ferent were the properties which the ancients ascribed to 
things material and things spiritual, their notions of them 
ran together, and were so blended that it is impossible to 
separate them and fix the limits of each division. There 
was a general absence of clear and definite conceptions of 
the existence of any thing either not material, according to 
our use of language, or not inseparably united with matter. 
The distinction made between the material and the spiritual 
was generally only a distinction between gross, inert, and 
earthy matter, and matter, rare, ethereal, and sometimes 
luminous. It may be illustrated by the conception, enter- 
tained, perhaps correctly, by most Christians at the present 
day, of the spiritual worid, which, I suppose, is not that of a 
world of pure disembodied spirits alone, but includes the 
idea of bodies of ethereal mould, having a resemblance to 
those on earth. As denoting such bodies, the word spiritual 
is used by St. Paul, when he sa3rs, ^' An animal body is 
sown, a spiritual body is raised : there is an animal body, 
and there is a spiritual body";* — expressions which, though 
they may seem strange to us, and highly metaphorical, pre- 
sented to a contemporary reader only a common use of lan- 
guage. By a " spiritual body," such a reader would under- 



1 Corinthians, zv. 44. 
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In oonceiying of God and ^ soul as corporeal, Tertut- 
lian had in his own age abundant authorities on his side. 
The greatest genius and the clearest thinker among tiie 
ancient philosophers, Cicero, says that the doctrine of Xe> 
nocrates, that the soul is incorporeal miad^ is scaicelj com* 
prehenstble. * The God of the Stoics was an ethereal fire 
penetrating and moving the Universe. The repreeentation- 
of God as pure light was famiHar to the Qiriatian fathers ; 
and though none could make a wider distinction between 
the spiritual and the material world than the Gnostics and 
the Manichceans, yet the same conc^)tion of God was en- 
tertained by them.t It is expressed by the Valentinian, 
Ptolemy ; | and in the Doctrina Orientalis it is taught, tint 
no spiritual beings, neither archangels, nor the first mani* 
festation of the Deity, who is identical with God, are incor* 
poreal or without their peculiar forms; he, the Son, the 
First-born, being light inaccessible.^ Such were the opin- 
ions of those heretics. Turning again to the catholic Chrts- 
tians, we may observe, that, when the council of Nice de- 
cided that the Son '^ was God of God, light of light,*' they 
did not intend that the last words should be taken in a meta^ 
phorical sense. Their meaning was, that the substance of 
the Son, being light, was derived from and ooessential with 
that light which was the substance of the Father. || A met* 



* Academic. Qaesst. Lib. IV. § 39. 

t In regard to the ManichieaDs, lee Beatiiobre, I. 466, aeqq. 

t Epist ad Floram. 

§ Doctrina Orientalis, § 10. Coof. § 8. 

II Milton apprehended the Deitj in a similar manner, whea be ad- 
dressed Light as being ** of the Eternal coetemal beam," as " Bright 
effluence of bright essence, increate " ; *' since God is Light" From 
this notion of the Deity, '* arose among the Greeks in the fourteenth 
century a Tiolent controversy upon a question much more curious 
than useful " (1 qaote Beausobre), '^ that is to say. Whether the light 
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aphor, however undentood, would not be to tlie purpose of 
Uie Creed, which was not to declare that the Son derived 
any moral or iDtellectoal property fifom the F&ther whick 
might be denominated lighi^ but to declare him to be, prop- 
erly speaking, consubstantial with the Father. The com- 
prehensicHi both of the Catholic doctrine of the Trinity and 
of the Gnostic system of iBons, so far as either could be 
comprehended, was facilitated without doubt by these mate- 
rial conceptions of the Deity. 

As regards most of those ancients who affirmed the 
Deity or the soul to be incorporeal, it may be doubted 
whe^r they difiered essentially in opinion feom those who 
li^^arded ^m as having a body ; so loose and uncertain 
was the meaning of the word ^^ incorporeal cur^^itmot* 
The fallowing examples of this uncertainty are given by 
Cudworth, who, with his customary fairness, adduces them 
in opposition to his own argument ^ The word incorporeal^'* 
he says, ^^ may be taken for a thin and subtile body.'' In 
tiiis sense, he observes, that according to Aristotle, '^ fire 
was by some said to be ft/SKurra rmv oitHx^ltur aa^fjumif and 
(icr«*fiar<^raroy," that is, ^ the moH incorporeal of aU the el- 
ements,^^ «^ Aristode himself," he adds, ^^ uses the word in 
the same manner, when he affirms that all philosophers 
defined the soul by three things. Motion^ Sense, and Incor' 
poreUffy^ whereas ^ several of those there mentioned by him 

which shone round Jesus Christ at his transfiguration was created or 
uncreated light.'* (Hiitoire du Manichdisme, I. 470.) 

In his Treatise on Christian Doctrine, lliiilton proceeds nnioh ftr- 
ther in ascribinf corporeity to the Soprene Beii^. << If God/' he 
asksi ** habitually asMgns to himself [in Scripture] the members and 
form of a man, why should we be afiraid of attributing to him what 
he attributes to himself? " B. I. Ch. II. Such a question , proposed 
by one of the most enlightened minds of the serenteenth century, 
may teach us tolefance for those eminetit mea who emed aa grossly 
in ancient days. 
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understood the soul to be no otherwise ux^rporeal than as 
(r&fui \ifrT6fitp€gj a thin and suhtUe body.'*'* * It was in this 
meaoing of the word, that the Others denominated the an- 
gels incorporeal^ not regarding them as without bodies, but 
as having ethereal bodies, free from all grosser matter. 

In the first book of his Tusculan Disputations, Cicero 
enumerates the opinions of the ancient philosophers con- 
cerning the soul. No one of the opinions mentioned by 
him can be considered as inyolving the belief, that the seal 
is a spiritual being in the modem sense of the term, capa* 
ble of existing separate from matter. Nor does this appear 
to have been the common belief of the early Christians, 
either catholics or heretics. In regard to the whole question, 
we must recollect what has been before observed, that the 
conceptions of the ancients generally were not conformed 
to our modem dbtinction of beings into material and spirit- 
ual, and that they were not familiar with the senses in which 
we use those terms. The loose classification of beings, to 
which those terms in their ancient sense were applied, has 
only an apparent resemblance to our own. 

I have already mentioned t a remarkable fact, which may 
serve to show the state of ancient philosophy, that neither 
the Greek word equivalent to '^ matter,^' vXiy, nor any other 
single word, was used by Plato to denote matter. The 
word vXi;, which was afterwards employed in this significa- 
tion, originally denoted a wood^ hence wood^ and hence the 
relative idea of the material of a thing, in which sense it is 
used by Plato, and not as expressing the absolute idea of 
fMtter. Plato, however, speaks of matter without using its 
name ; of matter, as an object of the senses, in the forms 
in which it presents itself in the creation, and also of prim- 

* Intelleotoal Syttem, Oh. V. Soot 3. pp. 77B, 779. 
t See before, p. SI, note. 
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hive matter, that is, matter as it existed before the creatioD, 
coetemal with the Deity. AccordiDg to one of his rep- 
resentations of matter as it existed in its primal state, it cor- 
responded to the imaginary substratum of the logicians. 
He conceived of it simply as the basis on which all sensible 
properties afterwards supervened, being in itself without 
properties. In other words, it was the mere recipient of his 
intelligible forms ; all objects of the senses being the joint 
product of the union of these forms, or archetypal Ideas, 
with primitive matter. He thus describes it as the matrix of 
all things sensible, as being fitted for the reception of all 
qualities, by being itself destitute of all ; as ^^ without form, 
invisible, something very difficult to be comprehended. '' • 
The later Platonists added to the description, that it was 
incorporeal^ — a strange doctrine according to our use of the 
term, but easily understood in reference to the ancient sense 
of the word, t But it is to be observed, that this account of 
primitive matter, which is given by Plato in one passage of 
his Timseus, is altogether inconsistent with the conceptions 
which he elsewhere expresses of matter as the cause of evil, 
as having a nature contrary to the will of the Deity, and as 
having been in a state of discordant and disorderly motion 
before it was reduced by him to its present forms. % 



I WILL here venture to make a few remarks, which, if 
correct, may serve to show the extent of the ancient error 

* Tilneuf , p. 51. See also what precedes and follows. 

t Some striking passages to this effect from Plotinus are given by 
Massnet In one of his notes on Irenieas, p. 22. But, long before the 
time of the later Platonists, Aristotle speaks of metaphysicians who 
regarded primitive matter as incorporeal. See the passage quoted 
firom him by Cudworth, Cb. V. Sect. 2. p. 765. 

t See before, p. 50, seqq. 
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concerning the evil properties of inaiior, and lo lemore 
other misappreheasions of its nature. * 

* The doctrlDe to be staled abo^e, it wtU be perceived, ia enenlM- 
ly the aame with that of Berkeley, bat preaenited under a dtfieient 
aspect It has been aaid, that it was held maBj eeatnsies a^o by 
safes of Hiodostan, having been taoght by Vyasa, 

" The immortal Berkeley of that elder age." 

Were this so, it would be, perhaps, the most remarkahle phenomenon 
in the history of opinions. We do not, I think, perceive any thing 
that approaches to so acute and powerful an exercise of intellect in 
Grecian philosophy. 

But it may be doubted, whether the Indian doctrine was ooineldeBt 
with that of Berkeley, or anifed at by a similar pMceas of reasoning. 
It was, perhaps, one form, the most comprehensive, of the doctrine 
of the emanation of beings from the Divine Substance. This doc- 
trine, which has been elsewhere so prevalent, appears to have been 
fandamenta) in the different forms of the theology of India. It 
oessarily impUes the materiality of the Divine Substance in our 
of the word mUeruUity. There was nothing, therefore, ineongmoos 
in the supposition, that matter, as well as all finite minds, emanated 
from the Deity. Accordingly, matter may have been regarded as not 
self-subsislent ; as not a substance distinct from the Deity, but as the 
substance of the Deity himself; and as not what it appears to be, 
but as <*Maya," or Ddtui&n, There is little re8enri}lanee between 
this doctrine and that of Berkeley ; but there b a striking coincidenne 
between it and that of the Jewish Cabalists, according to the ac- 
counts which have been given of the latter. (See Basnage, Histoire 
des Juifs, Liv. IV. ch. 7. Tome IV. p. 137, seqq. Brucker, Hist. 
Philosophie. T. II. p. 980, seqq.) 

Berkeley, in opposing popular errors, sometimes ran into contrary 
errors. His ardent temper led him rather to present his doctrines in 
opposition to what had been believed, than to show how they might 
be reconciled with men's previous opinions. He was not alw^s ac- 
curate in defining his conceptions, and he is negligent in the use of 
language. His style has often more resemblance to that of an animat- 
ed oral discussion, in which allowance is to be made for oaieleasness 
of expression and overstatement, than to the style proper Ibr a philo- 
sophical treatise. Hence something of a paradoxical eharaoter appears 
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Of matter we know nothing, but that it is^^apable of pro- 
ducing in U8 sensations and perceptions. These we refer to 
something external as their cause, because we are conscious 
that they aro not produced by any thing within us. 

But of this external being we know nothing except 
through its powers, — its powers of producing in us sensa- 
tions and perceptions. Now these powers cannot be sup- 
posed intriroic in matter considered as a substance, some- 
thing existing separately, essentially distinct from spirit 
Every theist who considers matter as a substance must re- 
gard its powers of afiecting mind as immediately dependent 
on the power and will of God* It can become perceptible 
by us only because it is the will of God that it should be so 
perceived, and the will and power of God must be in con- 
stant exercise to this end; for the effect produced, being 
the result of his will, must cease when it is no longer his 
will that it should exist The effect, likewise, must be sole- 
ly the result of his will, as this alone would necessarily pro- 



throaghoot his writings, and propositions are to be found, in which he 
evidently asserts more than he intended, or, at least, more than he 
would defend. But he is preeminent as an original thinker. In this 
respect, in moral worth as a man, and in entire honesty of purpose as 
a writer, he was well qualified to be a follower of the great founder of 
metaphysical science. He wanted, indeed, what Locke possessed, that 
calm comprehensiveness of mind, that capacity of viewing a subject 
in all its relations both to absolute truth and to the opinions existing 
concerning it, that consequent ability to accommodate and ally what 
he taught to conceptions already held, and that familiar perspicuity of 
language, which constitute a union of the highest excellences in a 
philosopher, — but which are apt to deceive an unreflecting reader, 
and to make him feel as if the thoughts were such as with a little 
effort might have occurred to himself. But, aller every deduction 
which we may be compelled to make from the praise of Berkeley, his 
name will remain one of the great names in the literature of the 
world, and one of those most deserving of honor. 
VOL. III. 47 
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duce it, and consequently excludes the supposition of any 
other power, any power intrinsic in matter, as a partial 
cause of it. Our perceptions, then, are the immediate result 
of the will and power of God. If his will were not exerted 
to produce them, a spiritual being might traverse the materi- 
al universe without becoming acquainted with its existence. 
And on the other hand, supposing matter not to exist as a 
substance, the present perceptions and sensations of all 
minds would, notwithstanding, still exist, were it the will of 
God that they should. 

Our perceptions, then, are the result of the will and pow- 
er of God in immediate action. They are produced by his 
power, not by any power intrinsic in matter considered as a 
substance. Matter is only a mode in which the Deity dis- 
plays his power. 

Strictly speaking, power cannot be ascribed to an uncon- 
scious substance, a being without volition. That cannot, 
properly, be considered as the power of any being, which is 
not exercised at its volition, nor is in any degree under its 
control. Power, therefore, the ability to cause that to be 
which did not before exist, is not to be ascribed to matter 
considered as a substance. Our perceptions, which are the 
result of some external power, cannot be referred to matter, 
so considered, as their cause. They must be regarded as 
produced by the operation of the Divine Mind. 

The attributes of matter, that is. Its powers of producing 
in us sensations and perceptions, are all of which our senses 
give us evidence. Besides them, nothing can be known, or 
conceived, or imagined of matter. The question, then, is. 
Whether these powers are to be referred to an inconceivable 
and unimaginable being, or to another being without us, the 
Deity, whom we believe to be perfectly adequate to produce 
all the effects which we experience. Nor, upon examina- 
tion, will even this appear a question ; for, when we inlro- 
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duce matter as a substance, it serves in no way to solve the 
phenomena presented; it can have no intrinsic power to 
produce them, nor can we even conceive of any instrument- 
al agency which it may have in their production. 

To the immediate agency of the Deity in all that we feel 
and perceive may be objected the nature of many of our 
sensations and perceptions. To this it is to be answered, 
that their true nature is not to be estimated by the manner 
in which a finite being is temporarily affected by them, nor 
conformably to his imperfect views and partial judgments. 
The doctrine that God is the creator of all things, or the 
doctrine that he is everywhere present, is liable to the 
same class of objections, from the false and incongruous 
associations with his character to which either may accident- 
ally lead, as the doctrine of his agency in producing all sen- 
sations and perceptions. 

Admitting the truth of this doctrine, all material things 
become to us only one vast display of the power of God, in 
immediate action, and inexhaustibly varied in its operations. 
The universe consists of finite spirits embosomed in the In- 
finite Spirit. Matter ceases to be the veil, and becomes the 
manifestation of God. We are continually in his visible 
presence, so far as we can, in any case, speak of the visible 
presence of Him who is to be perceived by any finite being 
only through the displays of his power. In the strongest 
and most literal sense of the words, we are living, moving, 
and having our being in Him. And when with this belief 
is united a conviction of his unmingled goodness, no state 
of mind would seem more favorable to devotion, to habitual 
reference to Him, and consequently to the moral perfection 
of our nature. 



NOTE B. 
(See p. 151.) 

ON BASILIDES AND THE BASILIDIANS. 



Basilides and his proper followers seem to hare consd- 
tuted a small sect of theosophic Gnostics, which owed its 
distinction principally to its early existence, and to the tal- 
ents and the writings of its founder and of his son Isidore. 
With their writings Clement of Alexandria was acquainted. 
He gives various quotations from them, and comments on 
the doctrines taught in them. But they do not appear to 
have been consulted by Irenaeus, nor by any other of the 
ancient writers who profess to give accounts of the heretical 
sects. From Clement, therefore, we must gather almost all 
the information concerning the doctrines of the proper 
Basilidians, on which we can rely with any confidence. 
The peculiarities which they derived from their founder 
probably soon melted away ; and the members of the sect 
appear to have become either pseudo-Christians, or semi* 
Christians, on the one side, or to have been confounded with 
the great body of the Valentinians, on the other. 

Basilides, like the Valentinians, held the doctrine of a 
primitive Ogdoad, composed of the Supreme Being, and 
seven derivative .£ons,* which he doubtless regarded, in 
common with the Valentinians, as the source of all other 
beings.t He appears to have thought as honorably as the 
Valentinians of the Creator and Ruler of the material unl- 

* Clement. Al. Stromat. IV. § 26. p. 637. 
i See before^ p. 124. 
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teiBe.* He held the common doctrine of the theosophic 
GnosticS) that certaih individuals are elect through their 
spiritual nature.f He held the Platonic doctrine of the pre- 
existence and transmigration of souls. ( He regarded the 
passions as eril spirits attached to the rational soul through 
some original disorder and confusion ; § — referring, proba- 
bly, to that original disorder and confusion, resulting from 
the mingling of the spiritual with the material, which appears 
in the systems of the other theosophic Gnostics, as giving 
birth to the material universe. He believed our Liord to 
have had a real body, capable of sufiTering, || though proba- 
bly, like the Valentinians, he did not suppose it to have been 
a body of flesh and blood. 

Enough has been formerly Baid,YT to show that Basilides 
did not teach immorality. But it may be further remarked, 
that he held a doctrine of extraordinary rigor. He contend- 
ed that even sins committed before becoming a Christian 
were not pardoned, with the exception of involuntary sins 
and sins of ignorance.** In connection with this, he fur- 
ther maintained that all suflering was the punishment of 
sin ; and that even martyrdom was only a more honorable 
punishment, either for actual sin, or, at least, for a tendency 
to sin which had not shown itself in action.tt Clement 
quotes his words to this efiect ; and adds, what in itself is 

* Stromat. II. § 8. pp. 448, 449. SUomat. IV. § 12. p. 600. 

t Stromat. II. § 3. p. 433. Stromat. IV. § 13. p. 603. Stromat. V. 
§ 1. pp.644, 645. 

t Stromat. IV. § 12. p. 600. Ori^n. Comment, in Ep. ad RomAnof , 
Lib. V. Opp. IV. 549. 

§ Stromat. II. § 30. pp. 487, 488. 

II Stromat IV. § 12. p. 600. Conf. Stromat. I. § 21. pp. 407, 408. 
Dootrina Orientalia, § 16. p. 972. 

IT See Vol. II. p. 130. 

"** Stromat. IV. § 24. p. 634. 

tt Stromat IV. § 12. pp. 599,600. 
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not improbable, though it does not appear in the quotations 
which he gives, that Basilides considered sins committed in 
a preezistent state as causes of present sufiering. 

Basilides supposes that it may be ui^;ed by an objector, 
that such or such a person sufiered without being a sinner. 
To this he replies, — ^^ With permission I will say, that he 
had not committed sin, but was like an infant who suffers,'^ 
that is, on account of a tendency to sin, as he has before ex- 
plained himself. ^^ But if you urge the matter still farther, 
I will say, that whomever you may name, he is a man, but 
that God is just. Now, no man, as has been said, is pure 
from stain.^' "I will say any thing," he has before ob- 
served, " rather than speak evil of Providence." • 

By that Grod who is just, and of whose providence he will 
not speak evil, it would seem that Basilides intended the 
Creator, or the immediate god of the material universe, 
whom the Gnostics generally affirmed to be just. Clement 
considers his words in the passage I have quoted as refer- 
ring directly to our Liord considered as a man, and as mean- 
ing, " Whomever you may name, he is a man " ; " now, no 
man," not even Jesus who suffered, " is pure from slain." 
The words certainly have that appearance. In common 
with other theosophists, Basilides distinguished, we may pre- 
sume, between the man Jesus and the proper Saviour, who 
descended into him from the Pleroma, and lefl him at his 
crucifixion ; and if so, there may seem little doubt that he 
is here speaking of the sufferings of Jesus. 

Maintaining such a doctrine, Basilides was represented, 
not unfairly, as detracting from the honor of the martyrs, 
and discouraging that bold profession of the truth which 
might lead to suffering. It was said, also, that his principles 
caused men to deny their faith, and to sacrifice to the heath- 



* Stromat. IV. § 12. p. 60a 
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en gods.* They may have had this effect upon some of his 
followers.t 

Clement describes him as " deifying the Devil, while dar- 
ing to speak of the Lord as a sinful man.'' | Upon this, 
and some other evidence not more decisive, Basilides has 
been represented as holding the Persian doctrine, that the 
mixture of good and evil in the world is the result of the 
struggle between two antagonist principles, one good and the 
other evil, and as having thus been a precursor of ManichsB- 
us. But I suppose that his doctrine was not essentially difier- 
ent from that held by the Gnostics generally, and by many 
of the heathen philosophers, including Plato. In common 
with them, Basilides believed in an evil principle resident in 
matter. 

Such, I conceive, is the amount of all the authentic infer- 
mation that remains concerning the leading doctrines of Bas- 
ilides and his proper followers. But Ireneeus has a short 
account of him,^ which appears to have formed the basis 
of the accounts of the subsequent historians of heresy in 
ancient times. Ireneeus, however, neither directly nor indi- 
rectly refers to any authority for his assertions ; and those 
assertions, considered as relating to Basilides or to such as 
might properly be called Basilidians, are intrinsically im- 
probable, and, at the same time, irreconcilable with the no- 
tices of Clement. Irenseiis professedly gives the doctrines 
of Basilides ; but, as I have had repeated occasion to remark, 
sects were designated by the name of their founder ; and 
those doctrines, I presume, were doctrines which he sup- 

* Ori^n. Comment, in Matt. Opp. III. 856, 857. Confl Irenfleui| 
Lib. I.e. 24 § 5. pp. 101, 102. 

t See Vol. II. p. 130. t Stromat IV. § IS. p. 601. 

§ Lib. I. c. 24. §§ 3-7. pp. 101, 102. Conf. Lib. H. c. 16. § 2. 
p. 137. 
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a doctrine that we are unable to connect with any opinions 
which may have suggested it or led the way to it But, at 
the same time, we cannot say with confidence, that it may 
not have been held by certain persons, whom, for some 
reason or other, Irensus considered as followers of Basili- 
des. 

IrensBus ascribes to Basilides another very strange doc- 
trine. He says, that, according to him, the first emanation 
of the Father, Intellect, descended from the Pleroma in or- 
der to deliver such as might believe in him from the power 
of the Makers of the World. He was called both Christ 
and Jesus. He did not sufier on the cross ; but Simon the 
Cyrenian, who was compelled to bear his cross, was cruci- 
fied in his stead. He, as an in(5brp<^eal power, took what 
form he would,* and upon this occasion assumed the form 
of Simon, — imposing, as is implied, his own form upon 
Simon, — and stood by laughing at his persecutors, while 
Simon suffered. 

The story of Irenseus, if credible of any individuals, is 
not credible of any Christians ; and in regard to Basilides is 
entirely set aside by the charge of Clement against him, 
that he believed that Jesus, like others, suffered in conse- 
quence of his sins, or of his tendency to sin; — a charge 
which, considering Clement^s acquaintance with the writings 
of Basilides, proves that he held no such doctrine as that 
ascribed to him by Irenoeus. What foundation for the story 
of Irenseus there may have been in the opinions of any 
pseudo-Christians or heretics, it is impossible to say ; but 
some foundation it probably had. For, as we are informed 
by Sale, in one of his notes on the Koran, " it is the constant 
doctrine of the Mohammedans, that it was not Jesus himself 
who was crucified, but somebody else in his shape and re- 

* See before, p. 177, teqq. 
VOL. III. 48 
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origin, and bearing figures and inscriptions relating to the 
mythology of Egypt* A comparatively very small num- 
ber have upon them the name Abrasax.t This name being 
equivalent to Abraxas, they have hence all been denomi- 
nated ^^ Abraxas gems,*' or *^ Abraxas stones '' ; and there 
has been a popular error, which is not yet wholly extinct, 
though it can be held by no one who has paid any proper 
attention to the subject, that these stones, generally, were 
wrought for the use of the Basilidians. This error runs 
through the account given of them by Montfaucon in his 
" Antiquit6 Expliqu6e." But it is evident, from a mere in- 
spection of the great number of figures which he has pub- 
lished, that they are generally of heathen origin, and bear 
no trace of any relation to Christianity. This fact has been 
fully illustrated by Beausobre ( and Lardner.§ As those 
writers, however, suppose, there may be among these stones 
some which were wrought for pseudo-Christians. 

In regard to the use of the name Abrasax, the most prob- 
able conjecture is, that it is found on these heathen gems as 
a name of the Sun, considered as ruling over the three 
hundred and sixty-five days of the year. From the heath- 
ens it may have been borrowed by some pseudo-Christian 

* MoDtfancon has treated of these gems in the second volume of 
his ** Antiquity Ezpliqu^e,*' and given namerons engravings of them. 

t On one of the stones published by Montfaucon (Plate 49, No. 6), 
the name is spelt " Abrasat." (The Author of the Addition to Ter- 
tulHan, according to the text in Le Prieur^s edition, gives the name 
« Abrazat.") On others (as Plate 49, No. 30, Plate 51, Nos. 35, 36), 
it is spelt *< Abrasas." According to either spelling, the numerical 
value of the letters would not amount to 365. I have not observed 
any one on which it is spelt " Abraxas." 

t Histoire du Manich^isme, II. 50, seqq. 

§ History of the Heretics, Ch. II. Section 16, seqq. Works (4to. 
1815), Vol. IV. p. 545, seqq. 
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or hereticftl Gnostics to denote the Creator, wlK>in they re- 
garded as having his residence in the Sun, or as the inform- 
ing genius of the Sun.* Such may have been the origin of 
the story respecting its use by those called Basilidians.t 

* See before, pp. 22, 162, 163. According to Porphyrj, as quoted 
by Eusebioi (PreparaL Evang. Lib. III. c. 4, p. 93), the Egyptians 
considered the Sun as the Creator or Architect of the world. This 
correspondence of opinion with the Gnostics might giye farther occa- 
sion for transferring the enigmatical name of the Sun, Abrasaz, to the 
Gnostic Creator, 

t We have repeatedly had occasion to see what difficulty there is 
in ascertaining the truth concerning the Gnostics firom ancient writ^ 
ers, and sometimes to remark the errors of modem writers concerning 
them. I will here gi?e an example of the carelessness with which 
their history has been written in our own times. 

Matter (to whose work I baye before referred), la eoacloding hk 
account of Basilides and the Basilidians, mentions the immoralities 
into which he supposes the Basilidians' to have fallen in the fourth 
and fifth centuries, and then proceeds thus (Histoire Critique da 
Gnostioisme, Tome II. pp. 97, 98) : — 

^ 8noh was the end of a sect of theosophists, of which dement of 
Alexandria had said in express words, — * The worship of these Gnos- 
tics consists in continual attention to the soul, in meditations on the 
Divinity regarded as inexhaustible loye.* [Stromat YII. p. 829, lin. 
43. Ed. Potter.] * Their science has two parts. The first relates to 
diyine things ; considers the First Cause, by which all has been made, 
and without which nothing exists ; examines the essence of things 
which penetrate each other and are connected together ; questions the 
powers of nature, and demands to what end they conduct. The 
second part treats of human things, of the condition of man, of what 
he is by nature, of what he is not, of what he must do and sufier. 
Here they examine the vices and the virtues, the good, the evil, and 
the indiffiirent, or those things which lie between.' [lb. p. 838, 
lin. 8.] 

'' Clement had added to these characteristios, — * Basilides says that 
the Supreme Being should be honored, not on certain days, but 
through the whole of lifo, in the whole of conduct, [lb. p. 851, lin. 
17.] The Gnostic prays, because he knows that prayer may have 
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place everywhere, and that he ii alwaya heard.' " [lb. p. 861, lin. 34, 
Un. 37, p. 858, lin. 27.] 

*< All these paasages,*' says Matter, ** are taken from the seyenth 
book of the Stroroata." 

I have referred particularly (in brackets) to the places where they 
are to be found. They are translated inaccurately, but this is com- 
paratiYely a fact of small importance. 

In the passages adduced by Matter, Clement has no reference to 
Basilides or the Basilidians. On the contrary, he is speaking of the 
true Christian Gnostic, according to his own conception of him. 

Matter says, that Clement quotes certain words of Basilides. The 
name of Basilides does not occur in any connection with those words. 
The passage said to be quoted from him is composed of fragments of 
different sentences of Clement himself. 

It is difficult to imagine what may have been the origin of these 
errors. It b scarcely possible that any one should undertake to write 
a history of the Gnostics, without being acquainted with the fact that 
Clement familiarly uses the term '* Gnostic," not to denote a Gnostic 
heretic, but an enlightened Christian. Even supposing this possible, 
the very connection of the passages quoted by Matter makes it evident 
at first sight that they have no reference to heretical Gnostics. And 
if, through some hallucination, any one might suppose them to have 
such a reference, still no reason appears why he should suppose Bas- 
ilidians to have been particularly intended. Nor is it easy to divine 
by what mistake certain words of Clement have been put together 
and ascribed to Basilides. 

Matter writes with a certain degree of vivacity and talent, and, 
considering that he is a pupil of the German school, with what may 
be regarded as remarkable clearness of method and meaning. But 
he has composed, not a history , but a romance founded on the history, 
of the Gnostics. His general views concerning them appear to have 
been rather suggested by his imagination than to have been the result 
of any investigation of the subject His work is full of particular er- 
rors of the same class with those which have just been pointed out, 
though it cannot be supposed that many of them are equally extraor- 
dinary. Matter, however, is not the only one, among modem writers 
concerning the Gnostics, to whose authority if an inexperienced stu- 
dent defer, he may find himself following a blind guide through the 
blind darkness — *' Per le tenebre cieche un cieco duce." 
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has been examined in the first yolume of this work ; and if 
it be wholly untenable, as I trust it has appeared to be, then 
the opinion that has been maintained respecting Marcion's 
gospel, since it depends on its connection with that theory 
for any show of plausibility, must perish with it This, 
perhaps, is all that it is necessary to say concerning the 
subject ; especially as the opinion has been confuted,* and, 
I believe, generally abandoned, in the country of its birth. 
But it may be more satisfactory, and not uninstructive, to 
enter into some explanation, and to state the proofs of what 
for fiAeen centuries was the unquestioned belief respecting 
Marcion^s gospel. 

Thb ancient testimony concerning this book b first to be 
attended to. Irenseus, afler a brief account of Marcion's 
doctrines, says, — " Moreover, he mutilated the Gospel ac- 
cording to Luke, taking away all that is recorded of the 
generation of the Lord, and many parts of his discourses 
in which he clearly recognizes the Creator of this universe 
as his Father ; so that Marcion thus gave to his disciples, 
not the Gospel [not the whole history and doctrine of 
Christ], but a fragment of the Gospel, persuadmg them that 
he was better acquainted with the tfuth than the Apostles 
who have given us the Gospel.'^ t The reason assigned by 
Irenseus for not undertaking a particular confutation of the 
Marcionites in his general work against heresies has been 
already quoted.^ It occurs in connection with the passage 
just given, and well deserves attention in reference to our 
present subject : -^ ^^ But because he alone has dared open* 



* Particnlarlj by Hahn, in hit work entitleil ** D%» ETmngelinm 
Marcions in seiner nrsprtlngliehen Gestalt,** and by Olshausen in bit 
** Echtheit der Evangelien erwieaen," pp. 111-215. 

t Lib. I. o. 27. § 2. p. 106. X See Vol. U. p. 95. 
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ly to matilate tbeScTipliiTe8,and hat gone bayond all others 
in shamelessly disparaging the character of Qod [the Crea- 
tor], I shall oppose him by himself, confuting him from his 
own writings, and, with the help of Gk)d, efiect his overthrow 
by means of those discourses of our Lord and his Apostle 
[St Paul] which are respected by him and which he him* 
self uses.'^ * Tertullian and Epiphanius, in confuting Mar- 
cion, proposed, as we shall see, to pursue the same course 
of appealing only to his mutilated Gk)spel and his mutilated 
collection of St PauPs Epistles, and of not quoting against 
him any portions of Scripture but those the authority of 
which he admitted. 

There are various other passages in which Irenseus af- 
firms the fact that Marcion^s gospel was a mutilated copy of 
Luke^s. Speaking of the Gnostics, he says : — ** They have 
turned away in their doctrines from him who is Qod [the 
Creator], and think that they have discovered more than the 
Apostles, having found out another Crod. They nnaintain 
that die Apostles still thought with die Jews, when they an- 
nounced the Gospel, but that diey themselves are more pure 
in their belief and wiser than the Apostles. Hence Marcion 
and his followers have been led to mutilate the Scriptures ; 
some they reject altogether; others, as the Gospel of Luke 
and the Epistles of Paul, they shorten, and maintain that 
what they have thus abridged is alone of authority. But 
we, in another work, with the help of God, shall confute 
them from those portions which they yet preserve." t 

Tertullian, besides composing an entire Treatise in five 
Books against the Iforcionttes, refers to them oAen in his 



• Lib. I. c. 27. § 4. p. lOff. 

t Lib. III. e. 12. § 12. p. 196. — Besides the passages above qaoted, 
•ee Ub. in. e. 11. § 7. p. 190. Ibid. § 9. p. 192. Lib. IIL c. 14. 
§§ 3, 4. p. 202: 
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other writings. He UDifbrmly represents the gospel of 
Marcion as. a mutilated copy of that of Luke. This fact is 
so oflen brought into view by Tertullian, that it would be 
idle to produce at length the particular passages in which it 
is stated, referred to, or implied. " It is clear,^' he 'Says, 
*^that the Gospel of Luke had come down entire till the 
sacrilege of Marcion.^^* In the fourth Book of his work 
*^ Against Marcion,^^ he proposes to confute him from his 
own gospel, making use of no passages of Scripture but such 
as were found in it Ex his revincendua es qua recepisti ; 
" You are to be confuted," he says, " from what you have 
received." t This purpose he repeatedly avows, and accord- 
ingly he goes through Marcion^s gospel in order, remarking 
on the passages which were to his purpose, and occasion- 
ally taking notice of its omissions. In another work (De 
Came Christi {), he speaks of that book, in which, in reply- 
ing to Marcion, he had appealed to Marcion^s own gospel.^ 

* Ad vera. Mtrcion. Lib. IV. c. 5. p. 416. 

f Ibid. c. 34. p. 449. % Cap. 7. p. 312. 

§ As I have formerly mentioned (see before, p. 220, note), Habn 
baa attempted the restoration of Marcion's ^spel, principally from 
tbe information afforded by Tertullian and £piphanius, and baa given 
it in what ia probably very like its original atate. In other words, the 
Gospel of Lnke has been exhibited by him with the omissions and al- 
terations made by Marcion. 

The last writer of any note who has maintained that Marcion 's 
gospel was not a mutilated copy of the Gospel of Luke is Eichhorn. 
He contends (Einleit. in das N. T. I. 71, note), that Tertullian was 
not acquainted with Marcion *s gospel. This supposition, as may ap- 
pear from the statements I have made, implies great ignorance of what 
ia to be found in Tertullian. In connection with this, Eichhorn main- 
tains (Ibid. pp. 67,68; p. 72, note), that Tertullian did not confidently 
hold the opinion that Marcion 's gospel was derived from Luke's; and 
that he expresses himself with uncertainty on the subject. His main 
argument is founded on the concluding sentence of the following pas- 
sage from Tertullian. (Advers. Marcion. Lib. IV. c. 2. p. 414.) 

" Marcion assigns no author to his gospel ; as if it were a greater 
VOL. III. 49 
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Epiphanius, like Tertullian, undertook to confute Marcioa 
from the passages which Marcion himself retained.* He 
accordingly first gives a long series of such passages as he 
proposed to use, intermingling it with notices of omissions 
and of supposed or real corruptions in Marcion's gospel, as 
it existed in his time ; and then repeats those passages, sub- 
joining the argument or remark which he founded upon 
each of them. The information which he affords is, as I 
have before said, of such a nature, that there is no reason 
to distrust its essential correctness. It is evident, upon ex- 
amination, that he did not copy from Tertullian, but is an 
independent authority ; and the coincidence of their ac- 
counts of Marcion^s gospel proves the correctness of both 
writers.t 

crime to forge a title than to mangle the body of a work. And here 
I might plant my foot, and contend that a work ia not to be received, 
which doea not ahow its face, which affords no ground of reliance, and 
gives no promise of fidelity, by the fulness of its title, and the doe an- 
nunciation of its author. But I prefer to meet him at every point, and 
will not conceal what may be perceived from our Gospels. For, of 
those historians whom we possess, it appears that Marcion selected 
Luke for his mutilations.'* 

" Lucam mdetur Marcion elegisse quem cederet" These words 
Eichhorn nnderstanda thna : <* Marcion seems to have selected Luke 
for his mutilations '* ; and hence concludes that Tertullian expresses 
himself doubtfully. The word videiur is in itself ambiguous ; but that 
it has not here the sense ascribed to it by £ichhorn is evident from 
what precedes the sentence in which it stands, and from the discus- 
sion that foUowa, in which Tertullian assumes without hesitation that 
Marcion did found his gospel on that of Luke, — to say nothing of 
all that Tertullian has elsewhere affirmed, and of all the other evi- 
dence which determines that this fact was notorious and undisputed. 

* Hflsres. XLII. 0pp. I. 309, seqq. 

t Epiphanius introduces the passages which be means to use in 
confuting Marcion, by aaying that he bad ** selected firom Marcion's 
gospel and his Apostolicon [that is, his collection of St. Paul's Epis- 
tles] a series of those passages by which he might be oonfbted," — 
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that their gospel was a mutilated copy of Liuke^s ? From 
any writer of the first three centuries it does not appear that 



ond edition the Account of Mmroion*! gospel, and the whole aceom- 
panning body of extraordinary critieiama and remarka which be bad 
founded upon that error. (See pp. 43-84. pp. 650-675, and man/ 
pasaaj^ in that portion of hia work which treaU *< Of the First 
Three Goapehi generally.") Hie mistake was ftotlitatad by the fitcts, 
that Epiphanins does mention omissions and changes in Man»on's 
gospel, that he does not quote with particular regard to accuracy, and 
that he often gives passages in an abridged form, citing a few words 
which he deemed sufficient to recall them to the recollection of the 
reader. Passages thus abbreviated Eichhom has considered as so 
standing in the text of Marcion. To illustrate by a single example, 
Epiphanins thus quotes Luke ix. 40, 41 : — ** / hwmghl thy disd' 
pies, — They could not east him out, — And to them, O fcMUst raee^ 
how long shall I be with yeuf " This Eichhom conceives to have 
been the reading of Marcion*s gospel. Thus £piphanius*s notices 
of Maroion*s omissions and variations, his own inaccuracies, and hia 
abridged mode of quotation, have enabled Eichhorn to give a sertea of 
comments on many of the passages adduced, which is oonfbrmed to 
his fundamental mistake concerning their character, hot which at the 
aame time is full of particular oversights and errors. Still he ia 
compelled to say (p. 55), that " Epiphanius's account of the varia- 
tions in Marcion*8 gospel is oflen so defective, that it is uncertain in 
what they consisted." 

Eichhorn has thus founded his whole discussion ooDeeming Mar- 
eion*s gospel on two essential raisconoeptions. T^rtnlHan and Epi- 
phanius are the only writers who have given particular speciBcations 
of its contents. But though TertuUian, in the fourth Book of hia work 
** Against Mitfcion,'* prolesses to confute him solely from his own 
gospel, and goes through it for thk purpose fVom beginning to end, 
commenting on a great number of passages, yet Eichhom asserts that 
TertuUian had no copy of that gospel before him. He throws him- 
self, therefore, on Epiphanins as his sole authority ; and he haa wholly 
mistaken the general purpose and character of the quotations given 
by Epiphanins. 

It may seem as if it were scarcely worth while thus particularly to 
point out the errors of an individual writer. But it is to be recollect- 
ed, that Eichhorn is the last able and elaborate defender of an opinion 
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they denied the fact. Whh one exception, it does not ap- 
pear from any writer of any age. With this exception, the 
charge has come down to us without an intimation that it 
was contradicted. 

The exception to which I refer is to he found in a work 
which I have formerly mentioned as an inaccurate compila- 
tion to which little credit is to he given, the Dialogue de 
Recta Fide.^ The Marcionite who is introduced in this 
Dialogue is represented as saying that "there is but one 
Grospel, which was written by Christ ** ; and when it is ob- 
jected to him in the form of a question, " Did the Lord 
himself write, that he was crucified, and rose again on the 
third day ? " the Iwrief answer assigned to him is : " The 
Apostle Paul added it."t 

That in the fourth century, before which lime this Dia- 
logue was not written, a Marcionite might be found who 
maintained this absurd opinion is possible ; though the im- 
plication of the writer of the Dialogue, that such was the 
fact, does not go far to render it probable. But it is incred- 
ible, that Marcion himself, or his followers, during the sec- 
ond century, should have held such an opinion. The folly 
of the statement assigned to the Marcionite of the fourth 
century, whether with or without foundation, serves only to 
show that no plausible history of Marcion's gospel, different 
from that given by his opponents, was known to his follow- 
ers at that period. 

We may, then, affirm that there is no evidence, that Mar- 
cion or his followers, during the first three centuries, gave 



respecting Marcion's gospel long current in Germany, that he had 
the benefit of all the labors of his predecessors, and that this opinion 
was a main support of the theory of the gradual formation of the first 
three Gospels. 
* See Vol. II. p. 99, seqq. t A pad Origenis Opp. 1. 806. 
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any account of the origin of his gospel difierent from that 
given hy their opponents. But, if the theory which has 
heen formed for them in modem times were true, they un- 
douhtedly would have said what has been said for them. 
They would have gloried in possessing a more ancient goe* 
pel, favoring their own doctrines, of which their catholic 
opponents used an interpolated copy ; and their opponents 
could not but have given abundant attention to such a claim. 
We should have found not a few remarks upon it in the 
work of Tertullian ; nor is it possible that the fathers should 
for two centuries and a half, from Irenaeus to Theodoret, 
have continued to repeat that Marcion^s gospel was a muti- 
lated copy of Luke^s, without ever attempting to prove the 
fact, or noticing that the Marcionites denied it, but apparent- 
ly regarding it as notorious and undisputed. The fact, then, 
is established not merely by the evidence of their catholic 
opponents, but by the circumstance, that it was not denied 
by the earlier Marcionites themselves, and that, if those of 
a later period did in fact deny it, the supposition which they 
brought forward is not of a character to deserve a mementos 
consideration. 

But so far were Marcion and his followers from denying 
the origin assigned to their gospel, that, as I have formerly 
explained,* they asserted principles the express bearing of 
which was to justify their omission of passages in the Gos- 
pel of Luke, and their rejection of the authority of the other 
three Gospek. They held, that the Apostles generally, when 
they preached the Grospel, were under the influence of their 
erroneous Jewish faith. On this principle, Irensus, as be- 
fore quoted ,t says, " Marcion and his followers have been 
led to mutilate the Scriptures." But St Paul they regarded 
as much more free from Jewish prejudices than the other 

* See before, p. 206, teqq. \ See before, p. zlviii. 
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Apoetles. *^ MarcioD)'^ sa3rs Tertullian, ** having got hold 
of the Epistle to the Galatians, in which St. Paul finds fault 
with the Apostles themselves for not walking steadily ac- 
cording to the truth of the Grospel, and in which also he 
accuses certain false Apostles of corrupting the Gospel of 
Christ,* endeavours to destrofr the reputation of those Gos- 
pels which are truly such, and have come forth under the 
names of Apostles or Apostolic men, in order that he may 
transfer to his own the credit which he takes from them.'' t 
In representing the Apostles and first teachers of Christian- 
ity as having fallen into anti-Gnostic errors through their 
Jewish prejudices, the doctrine of Marcion was the same as 
that of other Gnostics. On this ground other Gnostics refused 
to assent throughout to the authority of their writings, and 
especially to defer to all their representations of the teach- 
ing of Christ as contained in the Grospels.| Marcion, with 
the boldness which appears to have belonged to his charac- 
ter, proceeded a step farther, and struck out the passages, 
the authority of which he did not admit, from the gospel 
which he prepared for his followers. Nor, afler rejecting 
any appeal to the other three Gkispels, was it strange that 
he should thus free himself from those passages in the Gos- 
pel of Luke which he regarded as objectionable. 

It is obvious, from the preceding statements, that, in the 
charge which the Marcionites brought against the Apostles 
of holding certain Jewish errors, they clearly implied their 
belief that those errors were to be found in the Grospels as 
originally written. 

The mutilation of Luke's Gospel, which is ascribed to 



* Galatiani, ch. ii. 

f Adrera. Marcionein, Lib. IV. e. 3. p. 414. Conf. De Pretcript. 
Heretie. cap. 32 -24, pp 209, 210. 
t See before, pp. 206 - 210. 
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MarcioD, so far from being a disputable or disputed fact, 
was, as is stated by Tertullian, continued by bis followers. 
It was not simply a fact wbicb had taken place ; it was a 
process which was still going on. " They daily remodel 
their gospel,*' says Tertullian, ** as they are daily confuted 
by us *' ; * — that is, from passages which Marcion had suf- 
fered to remain. The followers of Marcion continued to 
practise on the principles of their master. 

But still more, Marcion himself not only remodelled the 
Gospel of Luke, he extended the same process of mutila- 
tion to the Epistles of Paul. As respects these Epistles, 
equally with Luke's Gospel, Irensus, Tertullian, and Epi- 
phanius profess their design of confuting him from the pes« 
sages he retained. Speaking of the Epistle to the Romans, 
Tertullian says : — ^^ What holes Marcion has made, partic- 
ularly in that Epistle, by taking away at his pleasure, will 
appear from comparing it with our entire copy. Those pas- 
sages which he did not see were to be erased — his negli- 
gences and oversights — will be sufficient for me '' ; t that 
is, will aflbrd sufficient materials for a confutation of bis 
doctrines. It is unnecessary to quote the other passages to 
the same purpose, and the particular specifications of the 
charge, which might be produced from Tertullian and Epi- 
phanius. In regard to Marcion's gospel and Luke's, it has 
been pretended, as we have seen, that they were two differ- 
ent gospels ; but, as it could not be pretended that there 
were originally two different sets of St Paul's Epistles, re- 
sort has been had to an hypothesis, that the discrepancies 
between those of the Marcionites and those of the catholic 



* Adveri. Marcion. Lib. IV. o. 5, p. 416. It may, perhaps, be 
worth remarking, that a limilar charge if brooght agaioat the Mar- 
cionites in the Dialogue de Recld Fide, p. 867. 

t Ad?en. Marcion. Lib. Y. c. 13. p. 477. 
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Christians were only various readings. But this hypothesis 
is as little plausible, when applied to the difierences between 
these two sets of the Epistles, as it would have been, if ap- 
plied to the differences between the Gospel of Luke and the 
gospel of Marcion. The latter books might with as much 
likelihood have been represented as copies of the same 
work, differing from each other not through intentional 
changes, but only through accidental various readings. The 
solution which has been offered of the discrepancies be- 
tween the copies of St. PauPs Epistles used by the Mar- 
cionites and those used by the catholic Christians necessa- 
rily implies that his Epistles had been most negligently 
transcribed till toward the middle of the second century, 
and that, at this time, all the copies in which were the gross 
omissions resulting from this negligence happened to fall 
into the hands of the Marcionites; but that the catholic 
Christians, having in their possession the more perfect cop- 
ies, ceased, at that period, to be so negligent in their tran- 
scription, and perpetuated them correctly, so that the extra- 
ordinary various readings which then existed have disap- 
peared from the copies now extant. Yet this solution is 
required as a prop for the modem hypothesis respecting 
Marcion^s gospel, to prevent it from at once falling to the 
ground. For no one who believes that he mutilated the 
Epistles of St Paul will be persuaded that he did not mu- 
tilate the Grospel of Luke. 

As I have before observed, the modern hypothesis re- 
specting Marcion's gospel is essentially connected with the 
theory of the gradual formation of the first three Gospels. 
There was such a correspondence between Marcion^s gos- 
pel and Luke's, that it admits of no dispute, that Luke^s 
must have been an enlargement of Marcion^s or Marcion's 
a mutilation of Luke^s. But the former supposition is not 
only exposed to all those objections which bear against the 
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theory of the gradual formation of the firet three Gospels, 
but to others which are peculiar to it. The passages, so 
far as we are informed concerning tliem, found in Lake's 
Grospel and not in Marcion's, are such as must ha?e been 
particularly obnoxious to the Marcionites. But if the author 
of Luke's Gospel took that afterwards used by Marcion as 
the substance of his own, it is scarcely credible that all or a 
great majority of those passages which he added sboald 
have happened to bear this character. Nor can we readily 
believe, that, if he had so easily furnished himself with the 
principal material for his book, he would have commenced 
it with a false statement respecting his own diligent in- 
quiries, which must have been very liable to detection. 

There appears, then, to be no reasonable doubt, that, ac- 
cording to the uniform testimony of antiquity, Marcion's 
gospel was a mutilated copy of Luke's. To the inferences 
which follow from this fact we have already attended.* 

The contrary hypothesis is one of many, tending to shake 
the credit of the Gospels, which since the latter part of the 
last century have appeared in Grerman theology. In ^is, 
and in some other instances, we have seen, in the course of 
the present work, on what foundations those hypotheses have 
rested. The most specious of their number, so far as they 
existed in his day, were embodied by Eichhom in his writ- 
ings ; and no modem German theologian has excelled him 
in clearness of purpose and statement So far as regards 
his modes of thought, reasoning, and expression, he wrote 
as other scholars had been accustomed to write. We have 
had occasion to take some notice of his oversights and neg- 
ligences. 

But there is much in Grerman theology far more extraor- 

— ■ ■■ — 1 ■ ■ I I I fc 

* See before, partioolarly pp. 308-305. 
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dioary than any thing to be found in the writings of Eich- 
horn. Even in his day, Paulus had published his ^^ Com- 
mentary on the Gospels,^^ the main design of which is to 
prove, that, though the accounts contained in them of the 
miracles of our Savbur were founded on facts, and are es« 
sentially true, yet those facts were natural events, having 
nothing of a miraculous character. This system of inter- 
pretation was for a long time current in Germany ; and one 
might have thought that common sense could not be further 
outraged. But the lowest degradation of intellect had not 
been reached. A writer of the present day, Strauss, has 
gained much notoriety by a work entitled *' The Life of 
Jesus,'^ the purpose of which is to maintain, that the ac- 
counts of Jesus in the Gospels are myihitaly as he calls them, 
by which he means fabulous; that nothing is certainly 
known of his true history, but that, having been mistaken 
for the Jewish Messiah, the fabulous accounts of him con- 
tained in the Gospels (which were founded principally on 
traditions and popular notions concerning the expected Mes- 
siah) had their origin, for the most part, among the Jewish 
people in the interval between his death and the destruction 
of Jerusalem, became connected with his name, and clouded 
over all the real events of his life. It is, of course, impos- 
sible that so brief an account should give the impression 
produced by the work itself. It is a work which to one un- 
acquainted with German speculation may exhibit the human 
mind under a new aspect, and cause a strange feeling of 
wonder at the entire incapacity which it exhibits of taking a 
comprehensive and correct view of a subject, or of estimat- 
ing what is probable or possible, connected with much pre- 
tension, a degree of superficial acuteness, and the power of 
writing two thick volumes. But this is not the most remark- 
able fact respecting it. Though, putting aside every other 
consideration, it might seem adapted to repel the great body 
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of readers by its heaviness and wearisome difiuseness, yet 
the third edition of it is now lying before me ; and it has 
also been translated into French, to furnish a knowledge of 
Christianity to a people who are in general so rooarnfully 
ignorant of it.* But in Germany one folly has of late been 
continually thrusting out another ; and we may readily be- 
lieve what Strauss affirms, that the fashion of explaining 
miracles as natural events, which was so long prevalent, has 
fallen into disrepute ; and that he undertook his work, be- 
cause it appeared to him to be time to substitute a new mode 
of considering the Grospels, in place of the obsolete expo- 
sitions of the Supematuralists and the Naturalists. 

* Since the present volume was firat publiihed, an English transla- 
tion of Strauss's work has appeared, made from the fourth German 
edition, —^bte to 2d Edition, 1848. 



NOTE D. 
(See p. 175.) 

ON THE USE OF THE WORDS OEOS AND DEUS. 



In rendering the words ^f^^ and deus in this and in a 
former work,* I have repeatedly wished to explain my views 
of their signification and use ; and on the last occasion which 
presented itself in the present volume, I determined to make 
a few remarks on the subject. 

In order to a right apprehension of the theology either of 
the ancient Heathens or of the early Christians, the signifi- 
cation and use of those words must be understood. But I 
am not aware that any account has been given of them 
which will satisfactorily solve one very common phenome- 
non in the writings of the ancient heathen philosophers. 
I refer to the fact, that throughout their writings the words 
are used in the plural and in the singular number indiscrimi- 
nately. The solution of this fact involves the most impor- 
tant explanation required of their signification and use. The 
following passage from Cicero t is an example of what has 
been mentioned : — 

^' Qui decs esse concedant, iis fatendum est, eos aliquid 
agere, idque prsBclarum. Nihil est autem praeclarius mundi 
administratione ; deorum igitur consilio administratur. Quod 
si alitor est, aliquid profecto sit necesse est melius, et majore 
vi prseditum, qukm deos, quale id cumque est, sive inanima 
natura, sive necessitas vi magna incitata, heeo pulcherrima 

* Statement of Reasons. 

t De NaturA Deomm, Lib, I| § 30. 
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opera efficiens, quee videmus. Non est igitur natura deorum 
prspotens, Deque excellens, si quidem ea subjecta est ci vel 
necessitati, vel naturae, qua cerium, maria, terreeque regan- 
tur. Nihil autem est prsestantius deo ; ab eo igitur necesse 
est mundum regi ; nulU igitur est naturse obediens aut sub- 
jectus deus ; omnem ergo regit ipse naturam. Eteoim, si 
concedimus intelligentes esse deos, concedimus etiam proyi- 
dentes." 

This passage is thus translated bj Francklin : — 

*^ If we acknowledge there are gods, we must beliere 
they are einpk>yed, and that in something excellent; nothing 
is so excellent as the admiDistradon of the nnivefse ; it m 
therefore governed by the wisdom of the gode. Otherwise 
we must imagine there is some cause superior to the deity, 
whether it be a nature inanimate, or a necessity agitated by 
a mighty force, that produces those beautiful works which 
we behold. The nature of the gods would then be neither 
supreme nor excellent, if you subject it to that necessity, or 
to that nature, by which you would make the heaven, the 
earth, and the sea9 to be governed. But there is nothing su* 
perior to the deity ; the world therefore must be governed by 
him ; consequently tiie deity is under do obedience or snbjec* 
tk>n to any nature, but rules all nature himself. In effect, if 
we allow the gods have understanding, we allow also their 
providence.*' 

It is ovideht that this rendering must be erroneous. The 
sense which it gives is incongruous. There is an entire 
oonfusion of ideas in thus passing forwards and backwards 
from the gods to the Deity and from the Deity to the gods, 
and in ascribing to both the same characteristics. But the 
occurrence of passages like that quoted from Cicero is com* 
mon in the ancient heathen philosophers. That we may 
correctly understand them, two facts are to be attended to. 

The first is, that the signification of the terms Mt and 
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deusy as used by heatheD writers, was very difierent from 
that of our word "God." The latter is, in its primary 
meaning, a proper namcy confined to the Supreme Being. 
The Greek or Latin term which we translate '*god" was, 
on the other hand, a common name^ equally applicable to a 
very large class of beiogs. 

The second consideration is, that common names are 
used in the singular number, not merely to denote an indi- 
vidual belonging to the class which they designate, but the 
whole class, or individuals of that class considered in refer- 
ence to qualities common to the class. In such cases the 
singular may be changed into the plural without any change 
of meaning. As, for example : — 

^ God made the coantry and idan made the town." 
That is, *^ men made towns " or built cities. 



<* Is it for thee the linnet poors his throat ? '* 

Is it for thee that linnets sing ? 

** Loves of his own and raptures swell bis note (his notes). 



*< Who for thy table feeds the wanton fkwn (fltwns), 
For him (them) as kindly spreads the flowering lawn (lawns). 



>» 



" In the same temple, the resounding wood, 
All vocal beings hymned their equal God.*' 

In temples of the same kind, the resounding woods. 



^ Thus beast and bird (beasts and birds) their common charge attend ; 
The mothers nurse them, and the sires defend.*' 

Here, in the last line, the same sense might be expressed by 
the use of the nouns in the singular number : -^ 
The mother nurses and the sire defends. 



** The lion inbabiU (I'ons inhabit) both Africa and Asia.'* 
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I give a few short examples, such as may be easily de« 
tached from their connection, merely for the sake of illus- 
tration. Instances of this use of language are of continual 
occurrence. 

It is by this use of common names in the singular number 
with a plural signification, that such passages as that quoted 
from Cicero are to be explained. DeuSy as used by him in 
the singular, does not mean the Deity or Grod. It denotes 
the class of beings called ** gods." Where ** the deity " is 
used in the translation I have quoted from Francklin, we 
shall give the true meaning of the original by substituting 
^' the gods.'^ The whole passage will thus become coher- 
ent 

The most striking analogy in our own language to this 
use of the names Bths and deus in the ancient languages is 
found in the use of the name '^ man " ; because this name, 
like the two former, denotes a class of intelligent beings. 
The word ^^ man " is very commonly used in the singular 
number with a plural meaning. As, for example : — 

** A part how f mill of the terimqaeoiu globe 
If tenanted by man ! " 

• • • • • 

** Conaider man as mortal, all ia dark." 



** Man shall be bleat as far as man permits." 

The singular and plural consequently may be used inter* 

changeably, as in the following passage : — 

** To faith and virtue why so backward man f 
From hence : — The present strongly strikes us all ; 
The futare faintly. Can we, then, be men ? 
If men, Lorenxo, the reverse is right. 
Reason is man's peculiar, sense the brute's. 
The present is the scanty realm of sense ; 
The future, reason's empire unoonfined." 

As in our language, the word **man" in the singular 
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number is used to denote men generally, so in the Greek 
and Latin languages, the words 6^^ and dcMS are used in 
the singular with a like plural signification, to denote the 
gods generally, considered as a class of intelligent beings 
superior to man.* 

As this use of B96S and deus in the nngular with a plural 
signification has not been commonly remarked, it may be 
worth while to illustrate it by a few more examples. In the 
conclusion of the first Book of Cicero's work ^^ On the Na- 
ture of the Gods,'' Gotta thus reasons against the doctrines 
of Epicurus : — 

^* Disinterested love and friendship are qualities of men. 
How much more, then, are they qualiti^ of the gods (de- 
orum) ! They, though in want of nothing, love each other, 
and consult for the good of men. If it be not so, why do 

we venerate, why do we pray to the gods {deoi) ? 

Epicurus takes away the gods (deoa) in reality, and leaves 
them in words. If the gods are truly such that they have 
no favor and no love for men, let them go. For why should 
I say, ^ May the gods be propitious ' ? {Si maxime talis est 
deusy itt nulla gratia^ ntdld hominvm caritate teneatuTy va- 
leai. Quid enim dicamy Prapitius n/?)" t 



To one of the statements of Balbus in the same work 
Gotta thus objects : — 

* There ii a peculiarity of oar laAguaj^e, in the use of the word 
" man,** which deservea notice. In the Greek, in the English, and 
in other modem languages, which have the definite article, it is a 
general rule, that the article should be prefixed to eommoo names, 
when used in the singular to denote a ckss of beings ; but our word 
" man," when thus used, always rejects it, — except some discriminat- 
ing epithet be connected with it which limits its application to a par- 
ticular class of men. In the latter case, it fhlls under the general 
rule ; as we may say, <*Uie virtuous man,*' meaning " virtuous men.'* 

t Ub. I. § 44. 
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^^ ^ The gods (<2u),^ he says, ^ do not take notice of all 
offences any more than kings.^ What resemblance is there 
between the two cases ? For if kings knowingly pass over 
crimes, it is a great fault But the gods have not the ex- 
cuse of ignorance. {At dec ne excusalio quidem est insci' 
eniuB.) You give a notable defence of them, when you 
say, that such is the power of the gods (Quem — i. e. quem 
deum — V08 pradare defendilisy cum dicilis earn esse vim 
deorum)^ that if any one should escape by death the punish- 
ment of a crime, yet it would be required of his children, 
his grandchildren, his posterity. O wonderful equity of the 
gods (deorum) I " • 



Cicero says, in his work " On Laws " : — t 

^^The first ground of fellowship between man and the 
gods is reason {Prima homini cum deo rationis socielas)^ 
which belongs both to man and the gods {est in homine et 
in deo). But as reason is common to both, so also is right 
reason. And as this is a law, we are to be regarded as 
further associated with the gods by subjection to a law {lege 
quoque consodati cum diis puiandi sumus),^^ 

In this example, we find the words Jtomo and deus con- 
nected together, both with the same plural sense, as denoting 
the individuals of a class. 

I had thought of adding at length some other examples, 
as one from the Memorabilia of Socrates, j: where Socrates 
is urging on Aristodemus the worship of the gods, and 
maintaining their existence and providence, and where, aAer 
using the name 6€o\ throughout the preceding part of the 
discourse in the plural, he passes to the use of $t6s in the 
singular, and speaks of r6y rod Btov 6<f>$aKfi^p and r^v rod ^ov 
<f>p6vriiTUfy but returns immediately to the plural form ; — and 

« Lib. III. §§ 37, 38. t De Legibof, Lib. I. § 7. X Lib. I. e. 4. 
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another from the first sentences of Plutarch's treatise " Of 
Isis and Osiris,*' which have been remarked for the indis- 
criminate use of B€6s in the singular and the plural. But 
further examples are not necessary for the illustration of the 
use which has been pointed out of Ms and deus in the sin- 
gular number ; and are not required in proof of it, since 
any one whose attention is directed to the subject may find 
such examples in abundance. 

From oyerlooking this use of those words, they have, 
when occurring in the singular number in ancient heathen 
writers, been oAen misunderstood as intended to denote the 
Supreme Being. ^^ Nothing is more frequent with pagan 
writers,'' says Cudworth, ^^ than to speak of God singularly, 
they signifying thereby the one Supreme Deity."* — "The 
Pagans did not only signify the Supreme God by these prop- 
er names [Zrvs^ Jupiter^ 6zc.]^ but also frequently by the 
appellatives themselves, when used, not for a god in general, 
but for the Grod, or Grod /car' cfox^v, and by way of eminen- 
cy. And thus 6 B^bs and Oehs are oflen taken by the Greeks, 
not for 6€&p ns^ a god or one of the gods^ but for God or the 
Supreme Deity. ^^ t It appears, that Cudworth regarded 0€6sy 
when used in the singular number, as having no other pow- 
er than to denote an individual, either a god or God ; and 
concluded, therefore, that, when it did not refer to some 
heathen god, it must denote the Supreme Being. But, so 
far as a belief in a plurality of gods exists, $€69 must be a 
common name. Like other common names, therefore, it 
can refer to any one particular being, only through some 
circumstance accompanying its use which determines its ref- 
erence to that being. It is true that those heathen philoso- 



* Intelleotaal Sjttem, Ch. IV. § 37. p. 453. 
t Ibid. § 14. p. 360. 
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phers before Christianity, who had a conception of one 
Supreme Power, answering more or less to our conceptioa 
of God, applied to that Power the terms &e6t and deus ; bat 
not nakedly and unexplained. They did so by means of 
some discriminating epithet, as when Cicero says, that man 
was produced a summo deoy ^' by the Supreme God " ; or by 
using the terms in such a connection as left no uncertainty 
about their reference, as when Plato, in his Timeeus, gives 
to the Creator of All Things, who is evidently the subject 
of his discourse, the appellation of 6 $€6t ; and as Aristotle, 
after describing the Prime Mover of the Universe, continues 
to speak of him under the same appellation.* There are, 
perhaps, other cases in which the circumstance determining 
the reference is less obvious ; but some circumstance there 
must have been ; for $€h£ and dew^ being common names, 
could denote a particular being only when that being was in 
some way brought before the mind of the reader. 

But a grosser error than that on which I have just re- 
marked has been the translating of the words ^col and diiy 
in the plural, by the proper name " God " or " the Deity." 
It is an error so obvious and s6 indefensible, that it is un- 
necessary to remark upon it Yet it has been a common 
one. It occurs, for instance, in Francklin^s Translation 
(which I have quoted) of Cicero's work "On the Nature 
of the Gods," lind even Cudworth himself has fallen into it. 

"It is no unusual thing," says Leland, "for Christian 
writers, in their quotations from heathen authors, to produce 
passages relating to the gods, as a proof that the Heathens 
acknowledged the government and attributes of the Deity in 
the Christian sense." t 

• Metaphysic. Lib. XIV. c. 7. 

t Leland*f Advantage and Neceasity of the Christian Revelation, 
Part I. Ch. 14. note e. See also note q. In these notes Leland gives 
examples of writers who have committed this error. 
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Besides the facts which have heen mentioned respecting 
the signification of $969 and deus as used by ancient heathen 
writers, another is to be attended to. Those words had 
a very wide application. When we think of the heathen 
gods, our first conception is of a class of beings resembling 
men, though considered as far superior, all of whom were 
respectively entitled to the common appellation ^^ god.'* But 
this appellation was extended much farther, to beings not 
having a personal existence, to irrational and inanimate 
things ; to virtues and vices ; to events, as to Victory ; and 
to passions, affections, powers, and other attributes. To 
take an enumeration given by Le Clerc, ^^ The Romans had 
temples of Intellect, Virtue, Honor, Piety, Fidelity, Hope, 
Modesty, Concord, Peace, Quiet, Safety, Felicity, and Lib- 
erty." • " Let there be shrines," says Cicero in his imagi- 
nary system of laws, ^^ in honor of those qualities by which 
man ascends to heaven, — Intellect, Virtue, Piety, Fidelity." t 
^ They all have temples dedicated to them at Rome ; and it is 
well that they should be consecrated, and that statues should 
be erected to them, that those who possess them, as all the 
good do possess them, should believe thai gods themselves 
dwell in their souls." | Le Clerc, af\er given the enumera- 
tion which I have quoted from him, says : '^ It does not seem 
probable to me that the Romans believed in all these gods 
with a clear assent of mind." They did not, I conceive, 
believe in them as gods having a personal existence, from 
whom favors might be obtained by supplication ; they regard- 
ed them as qualities having something divine in their nature, 
to which public honors should be paid with appropriate 
rites. § 

* An Critioa, P. II. S. 1. c. 8. § 8. 
t De Lesibofl, Ub. II. § 8. t Ibid. § 11. 

§ That, duriDg the atbeiftical madDeif of the French Revolutioii, 
it was propoeed to establich the worahip of Reaeon, and the five inter* 
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In regard to irrational and incmimate things there is a 
liability to mistake* We must not reckon among them the 
sun, the moon, or the stars, or other things which we regard 
as inanimate, but which the ancients believed to be vehicles 
of personal divinities, to whom, and not to the inanimate 
bodies, they rendered worship. But there is no question 
that the name of ^^ god '^ was given to beings regarded as 
irrational and inanimate. Of this we have a remarkable 
proof in the deification by the Egyptians of whole classes of 
animals, as the ibis, the ichneumon, and the crocodile, and 
even of vegetables. "The Egyptians," says the elder 
Pliny, " swear by garlic and onions, as gods ; " * and Juve- 
nal t and Prudentius | refer to the same superstition. No 
one can imagine that the Egyptians worshipped these ani- 
mals and vegetables as personal divinities ; but they con- 
ceived that there was some divine power in them, or that 
they were something sacred. The point to be regarded is, 
that the common name " god " was so widely extended as 
to be applied to them. There were other strange applica- 
tions of it. The example is ludicrous ; but we have the au- 
thority of Aristotle for saying that it was given to a sneeze. 
He proposes the problem : " Why do we consider a sneeze 
to be 6€6£ ? " § — certainly not meaning by that term " a 
god," but " something divine." And he seriously discusses 
the question, why this name was not given to some other ac- 



calary dayi at the end of the year were consecrated ai fetlivali of 
Genina, of Labor, of Actions, of Rewards, and of Opinion. 

* Hist Nat Lib. XIX. § 32. t Sat XV. ▼▼. 9-11. 

t De Coronis, Hymnos X. vv. 359, 960. Contra Symmachi Orat 
Lib. II. vv. 865- 867. 

^ Ai^ rl t6p irrapiihv Bthy f/ycvfAeSa tlmt ; " Is it/* says Aristotle, 
" because it proceeds from the most divine part of ns, the head, where 
are the reasoning powers ? Or because the others [other affections of 
the body before mentioned by him] are the oonseqoenoe of disease, 
but this is not P " Problemat Sect. 33. § 7. 
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cidents of the body, which he regards as analogous, but 
which at the present day we are not accustomed to name.* 
Thus it appears, that the most generic meaning of ^c^r 
and deus was merely '^ something divine,'^ that term being 
taken in a very loose sense, admitting of no precise defini- 
tion. There was only a popular and vague conception of 
the quality meant to be denoted by them in their most ex- 
tensive application. It is evident, therefore, that there are 
cases of their occurrence in the singular number, in which 
we should render either of them erroneously by giving as 
an equivalent the term ^' god.*' We should use the words 
" something divine " or " divinity " or " divine power," or 
some like expression. Thu^ when Oths or deiu is used in 
the singular by ancient heathen writers, it may be employed, 
not to denote any personal being distuictly conceived of, 
but that divine power, *' quiequid est hoc^^'* t which controls 
the universe. I 

* Ibid. § 9. 

t This expression is from Pacavios, as qaoted by Cicero in his first 
Book de Dimnatume (§ 57). The ferses of Pacavius may serve far- 
ther to illostraie the conception spoken of above. 

" Quiequid est hoc, omnia animat, format, alit, auget, creat, 
Sepelit, recipitque in sese omnia ; omniumque idem est pater ; 
Indidemque eademque oriuntur, de integro, atqne eodem occiduof 

I There was anciently a popular use of the word deus in the sin^- 
lar number, which several of the Latin fathers have appealed to, as 
showing a natural consciousness in men of the one God. The object 
of Tertullian, in his Treatise " On the Testimony of the Soul/* is to 
prove, that the soul, even while yet unchristianized, instinctively bears 
testimony to the truths of Christianity ; and he thus (cap. 2) apostro- 
phizes it, considered as the soul of a Heathen : — *' We give offence/* 
he says, " by preaching the only God, the author and ruler of all 
things, under that only name. Give your testimony, if you know 
this to b0 so. For we hear you openly and with all liberty, which is 
not permitted us, pronounce at home and abroad, < Qvod deus dederU, 
and * Quod deus voluerit,* " This use of deus in the singular TcrtuI- 
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But we must distinguiah between those heathen writers 
who preceded, and those who followed, the introduction of 

lian coDsiden u a recognition of the One God. He adds : — " Nor are 
yon ignorant of what we preach concerning the nature of God. You 
■ay, * Deus bonus,* * Deu§ henrfaeitf* and add, ' but man is bad (sed kO' 
mo est malus),^ " 

It if not to be f uppoaed, that TertalHan, and the other &then who 
employed thif argument, belie Ted that the commonalty among the 
Heathen, when they used these expressions, had in their thoughts a 
distinct conception of that Grod, whom they acknowledged in none of 
their rites of worship, and *' whom it was a thing forbidden to point 
out to the Tulgar." * The fathers, I conceive, so fkr as they under- 
stood themseWes, regarded thoss expressions as an instinctiTe recog- 
nition, not well comprehended by those who uttered them, of a truth 
originally stamped upon the soul : — " Adeo ipsa Veritas,** says Lac- 
tantius, *< cogente natur&, etiam ab invitis pectoribus erumpiL*' 

But the argument, like so many others in ancient writers, is a mere 
rhetorical sophism. In the words ** Qvotf deus dederilt" as in all the 
other expressions alleged, the name deus must be taken in one of the 
following sensM : — *' Qjnod deus dedsrit " may mean, " Which may a 
god grant " ; or " Which may the god grant,*' — meaning some par- 
ticular god in the mind of the speaker; or *' Which may tke gods 
grant *' ; or '* Which may divme power grant.*' 

In regard to the meaning, " Which may the gods grant,*' we see in 
the words ** Deus bonus^ sed homo est mtUus" that homo is to be un- 
derstood in a plural signification, and in the same manner we may 
understand deus. 

But in such ejaculations as " ^uod deus dedsrii" we may conjec- 
ture, that, so far as any meaning was defined in the mind of him who 
uttered them, the reference was to divine power considered in the ab- 
stract, and not as existing in any particular being or beings. If this 
explanation be correct, the argument of the fathers was not so obvious 
a sophism as it must otherwise appear. It might be stated thus : In 
this recognition of a Divine Power, by which events are ordered, and 
which is not referred by you to any one of the gods whom you ordi- 
narily worship, there is evidence of that conception of the Divinity 
which belongs to the nature of the soul. » 

Cudworth (Ch. IV. § 27. p. 453) and Le Clerc (Ars Critics, P. H. 

* See before, p. £6. 
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Christianity. The use of 0€hs and dens as common names 
was the necessary result of the general prevalence of poly- 

8. 1, o. 2. § lU) both remark on ibii argument of the fathers. Cud- 
worth, from the ezpressiona cited| ftrangely concludes that it was 
'* verj familiar with the vul/pr Pagans in their ordinary discourse to 
■peak of Gocf singularly, signifying thereby the one Supreme Deitj." 
Le Cferc, on the contrary, considers deus^ when used in the ejacula- 
tions mentioned, as referring to *' a god, whoever he might be, who 
was regarded as presiding over the affair in hand " ; and consequent- 
ly views the argument as futile. 

But there is still another fact respecting this subject which deserves 
attention. We learn from TertulKan (as before quoted, and likewise 
Apologet. cap. 17), from Minutius Felix (c. IB), from Cyprian (De 
Idolorum Vanitate, Opp. p. 227. Ed. Balux.), from Arnobius (Lib. II. 
o. 2), and from Lactantios (Div. Institut. Lib. II. c. 1), that the use 
of such expressions as Tertullian remarks, in which deus occurs in 
the singular number, was^mmon in their time among Heathens 
who spoke the Latin language. Thus Minutius Feliz^says : — ** Au- 
dio vulgus, cum ad coslum manos tendunt, nihil alind quam dernn 
dicunt, et deus magnus est, et deus verus esty et si deus dederit. Vulgi 
iste naturalis sermo est, an Christiani confitentis oratio ? " According 
to Lactantius, it was common to ask charity, not in the name of the 
gods, but of God : — '* Si quis, ad eztremam mendicandi necessitatem 
deductus, victum precibus ezposcit, Denm solum obtestatur, et per 
ejus divinom atque unicum nomen hominum sibi misericordiam qnie- 
rit." It appears, then, that these modes of expression, which are re- 
markable from the occurrence of deus in the singular^ were famil- 
iarly used by Heathens from the end of the second century, if not 
earlier. 

But, going back two or three centuries before Christianity, we find, 
on the other hand, evidence that sach expressions were tiot ordinarily 
used, — that they did not belong to the language of the generality. 
Plantus and Terence, in their Comedies, give us the language of com- 
mon life ; and such expressions do not occur in their writings. In 
no case corresponding to those mentioned by the Latin fathers is the 
word deus used by them in the singuhur. On tlw contrary, its use in 
the plural is of constant occnmnce, in a great variety of forms of 
speech, snob as the following : — <* Aa me di afnsra"**Di te set' 

VOL. in. 52 
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theism. But when the unity of Grod, and the infinite dis- 
tinction between him and all other beings, are fully recog- 
nized, the terms denoting the possession of divine attributes 
become confined, in their strict and literal application, to the 
only being by whom such attributes are possessed. By the 
writers of the New Testament the appellation Gcc^ff, either with 
or without the article, is constantly used as a proper name, 
in the same manner as the word '^ God ^' is used at the pres- 
ent day. We are familiar with the fact, and it may not, 
without some consideration, make an impression on our 
minds.. But considering the universal use of ^c^r as a com- 
mon name by the i^hole heathen world before their time, 
and by Christians, as we shall see, subsequent to their time, 
it is a fact, I conceive, which admits of no explanation, ex- 
cept that which is found in the divine origin of the Jewish 
and Christian dispensations. 

The rapid and wide influence oT Christianity, even on 
those by whom it was rejected, produced a tendency to a 
similar use of it in their writings. The light of our religion 
was early reflected from the heathen philosophy which stood 
opposed to it. But the heathen writers af\er the time of 
Christ, who used 6 d(6s or Btbs or detts to designate the 
Supreme Divinity, or the Supreme Power in Nature, at the 
same time believed in subordinate gods ; and therefore still 
continued to employ the words as common names. The use 
of them was vacillating ; men's notions were unsettled ; and 
their meaning in particular passages is often to be deter- 

vent" *^Di U perdani,*' " Per omnes deoM adjure" " Per U obeecro 
decs immartales,'* « Di fatnU/' « Di! qwuo subveniU," ** Id teetor 
deos" '< Di ! obeecro voSf' " Di prohibeanty' and many more. 

How are these ikcts to be explained ? The conceptions and lan- 
guage of Christians afiected the writings of (he heathen philosophers, 
their contemporaries. Must we not conclude that they affected in 
like manner the forms of speech used by the heathen commonalty r 
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mined only by the known opinions of the writer, and by the 
attributes or acts which he ascribes to the being of whom he 
speaks. 

The early fathers familiarly used ec6r and Deus as proper 
names. But they likewise fell back on the use of .those 
words as common names. The latter use of them, however, 
is not to be confounded with a metaphorical use of the name 
of God, not infrequent in some authors both ancient and 
modern, according to which the name ^^ god ^' is applied to 
inferior beings, as to men, for example, considered as pos- 
sessing attributes like those of Crod. This metaphorical use 
of the term is common in the writings of Clement of Alex- 
andria,* and not less so in the '* Night Thoughts " of Young. 
But when the term is in use as a common name, it is not 
always easy to distinguish between the metaphorical and the 
generic use of it, and the writer himself may not well dis- 
criminate between them. We can hardly doubt, however, 
that Clement uses the term as a common name, when he 
speaks of ^' the whole army of angels and gods being sub- 
ject to the Son of God." t 

Of the use of the terms ^c^ and deus as common names 
by the earlier fathers the most remarkable example is found 
in the application of them to the Logos, considered as a 
real person, or, in other words, to the Son or Christ. Of 
this some passages which I have formerly quoted in relation 
to another subject afford illustration. | An indefinite number 
of others might be adduced. It is a main purpose of Justin 
Martyr, in his " Dialogue with Trypho," to prove that there 
is another god, the Logos, besides the Supreme Being. He 
says to Trypho and his companions, — ^^l will endeavour to 
convince you, who understand the Scriptures [the Old Tes- 

* See Statement of Reasoni, pp. 67, 68. 

t Stromat. VII. § 2. p. 831. t See Vol. II. p. 850, seqq. 
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tament], that, under the Maker of All,* there is another, 
who is, and is called, god and lord, and who is also called 
an angel, because he is the minister of the Maker of All, 
above whom there is no other god, in whatever communica- 
tions it is his will to make to men.'* t Tertullian, in main- 
taining the personal divinity of the Logos, says : — " We be- 
lieve that there is one only Grod ; but we believe also, that of 
this only God there is a Son, his Logos,*' and that he ^ was 
sent by his Father into a vii^in, and bom from her a man 
and a god.*' j: This is one of the many passages which 
show what confusion, and even what apparent contradiction 
of terms, were produced by using the word '^ god " both as 
a proper and a common name. Origen, borrowing the re- 
mark from Philo,§ contends, that while the Only True €fod, 
he who is God by himself (ovn^cof 6 e€6s) is alone to be 
called 6 OtSs ( The Divine Being)y there are many, and, in 
the first place, the Logos, to whom the name 6t6s {a divine 
being) without the article may be given ; they being made 
gods, that is, divine beings, by a participation of the divini- 
ty of God. II We find this notion of other beings becoming 
" gods" (dii) by a participation of divinity, even so late as 
the sixth century, in Boethius. ** Beatitude," he says, " is 
divinity." " Every being, therefore, possessing beatitude is 
a god ( Omnia igitur heaius^ deus). By nature there is, in- 
deed, but one Grod, but nothing prevents that there should 
be very many by participation." IT Perhaps, however, the 

* — vTT^ riw notrpifv rSw SKwv* The trtie reading ii vn-^, not vwtp 
(which 18 a oonjeotun of R. Stephens). See Thirlby*! note, and the 
Benedictine (Maran's) edition, p. IBl. 

t Pag. 249. £d. Thirlbii. 

X Advers. Praxeam, c. 2. p. 501. See before, p. 175, note. 

§ Philo, De Somniify Lib. 1. 0pp. I. 655. 

II Comment, in Joan. T. II. 0pp. IV. 51, 52. 

H De Conaolatione, Lib. III. Prosa 10. 
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word is here used metaphorically rather than as a common 
name. 

There is no doubt that the earlier fathers gave the name 
^' god '^ to the Logos as a common name, using it in a sense 
altogether different from that in which they regarded it as 
the appropriate name of the Supreme Being. But they also 
applied it to the Logos in the latter sense by a common 
metonymy; the Logos being considered as the representa- 
tive and the instrument of God, as an hypostatized attribute 
of God, and as a being who was one with God in purpose 
and will. This figurative use of the word was blended with 
its use as a commoi^ name, and seemed to justify it. 

Op the confusion of thought and indistinctness of mean* 
ing produced by the use of 6€6s and deus sometimes as 
proper and sometimes as common names we have an exam* 
pie in the charge brought by the catholic Christians against 
the Gnostics, that the Gnostics taught the existence of two 
Gods, the Supreme Being and the Creator. It was as a 
common name that the Gnostics applied the term *^ god *' 
to the Creator, and not in the sense in which both they and 
the catholic Christians used it as the proper name of God. 
They might have retorted on the catholic Christians, that the 
latter, in giving the name ^* god ^^ to the Logos, taught the 
existence of two Gods, or even, as appears from what pre< 
cedes, that they taught the existence of many Grods. 

Other remarks might be added, but they would tend, 
perhaps, to divert attention from the main facts that have 
been stated ; and, supposing those facts to be true, they are 
such as every intelligent scholar may make for himself. 
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Vol. I. p. 118. I have thus rendered a passage from 
Strauss : — '' Certainly it would be o£ decisive weight to 
establish the credibility of the Bible-history, were it proved 
that it was written by eyewitnesses, or even by contempo' 
raries in the neighbourhood of the evented 

I have since observed, tliat I should have rendered the 
last clause thus : — '^ or even by persons nearly contempo' 
rary with the events^ The words of the original are : — 
'' oder doch [von] nahen Zeitgenossen der Begebenheiten ^^ ; 
that is, literally, or by near contemporaries of the events. 

This somewhat ambiguous expression I now perceive is 
explained by the commencement of the next paragraph, in 
which it is asserted, that " the pretence, that the Biblical 
writers were eyewitnesses of the events related by them, or 
lived near the time of their occurrence, is a mere assump- 
tion.'' '^Doch diese angebliche Augenzeugenschafl oder 
Zeitnahe der biblischen Schri^teller auf die von ihnen 
erzahlten Begebenheiten ist vorerst gleichfalls nur Vorur- 
theil." 

In recurring to the sentence I quoted, for the purpose of 
translating it, I had forgotten the explanation of it given by 
Strauss ; and looking only at the sentence itself, I could not, 
as may readily be supposed, believe that any writer meant 
to express by it what it appears that Strauss really intended. 
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According to him, when properly understood, it is alone 
sufficient to authenticate a history, that it was written, not 
by " a contemporary in the neighbourhood of the events," 
— that was an error of my own, — but by *' a person nearly 
contemporary with the events." This is a position on 
which it is embarrassing to remark; since to offer any 
comment on it may be mistaken as impl3dng disrespect for 
the understanding of one^s readers. I may, however, be 
excused for saying, that, if the fact, that a writer is nearly 
contemporary with the events which he professes to relate, 
be sufficient to authentic||te his narrative, much more (as is 
said in Euclid^s demonstrations) must be the fact of his 
being a contemporary ; whence it follows, that if any one at 
the present day should give an account of the British war 
in Afghanistan, whatever might be his character or his 
means of information, his history ought to be received as 
authentic. 

But the principles which Strauss lays down to guide us 
in judging of the credibility of histories have particular 
reference to the Gospels ; and these are full of accounts of 
miracles, that is, according to him, of supposed events 
which are impossible in the nature of things. It appears, 
therefore, that impossible events become credible, if related 
by a person nearly contemporary with their occurrence ; or 
rather we must say, to avoid too glaring an absurdity of 
expression, nearly contemporary with the time of their 
supposed occurrence. 



Vol. I. p. 125. I have quoted on this page the note 
of De Wette on a passage of Luke to which he refers to 
prove that the Grospel of Luke was not written till aAer the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and have remarked the ambiguous 
use in it of the words "those" and "these." This am- 
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biguity he has removed, io the third edition of his Commen- 
tary, published in 1846, by the insertion of a parenthesis, so 
that his note now stands thus : — 

^'That Luke, in contradiction to Matthew, assigns an 
earlier date for the persecutions of the Christians, that is, 
before those wars and tumults, betrays the fact, that, at the 
time when he wrote, those, indeed (namely, the persecu- 
tions related in the seventh and eighth chapters of the Acts 
of the Apostles, and, perhaps, the persecution of Nero), but 
not these, had taken place.'^ 

This insertion does not alter tbcyBSsential character of his 
comment, but shows that it had passed anew under his 
inspection. If the fact were not before our eyes, it might 
seem an incredible supposition, that a writer should refer to 
a passage in Luke, which he considers as carrying with it 
evidence that it was written before the wars and tumults 
which preceded the destruction of Jerusalem, for the pur- 
pose of proving that Luke^s Grospel was not written till 
after the destruction of Jerusalem. 



Vol. I. p. 83, note, line L For * t6v ' read * t^r.' 
Vol. II. p. 60, note t. For * c. 7 ' read * c. 27.' 

p. Ixxiii., line 17. For ' Agar' read ' Agur.' 
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